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Abstract
Each year, hundreds of students graduate with a terminal degree. Many have aspirations
to teach at a college or university. This includes graduates of social work programs.
However, little information is known about the experiences of teaching readiness of
social work Ph.D. graduates. The purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of
social work junior faculty and their perceptions of readiness to teach. Literature reporting
on the curriculum in Social Work Ph.D. Programs are linked to students being developed
and heavily engulfed in research activities (Acquavita & Tice, 2015; Dinerman et al.,
1999; Reneau, 2011). Since many programs are often research focused, many overlook
preparing students for their teaching role in academe. Thus, while many are prepared to
conduct research, they may not be prepared to teach. The Ph.D. Project Survey –
Section D, which is a series of questions based around teaching preparedness and
readiness, was administered to tenure-track social work faculty. A total of 42 completed
surveys were used in the final analyses. The findings revealed a collective display of
perspectives of doctoral training based around teaching and instruction. Results from the
study reported there is need for improvement for preparedness to teach and for
mentorship. The participants in this study reported they were somewhat prepared to
teach after graduating from their Ph.D. programs. The findings also suggest that there is
a great need to improve mentorship in these programs. Recommendations of future
research involve more qualitative data of alumni social work doctoral students and
collecting research that focuses more on mentorship as a form of teaching preparation.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Depending on people’s career goals or aspirations, their field of interest may
require a terminal degree. In 2019-2020, over 192,000 doctoral degrees were conferred,
(U.S. Department of Education, 2012). Doctoral programs have focused on research
and/or teaching for decades. Curriculum in doctoral programs often require both research
and teaching as necessary components in learning at the collegiate level (Burroughs,
1990; Slevin, 1992). In graduate level programs, specifically social work doctoral
programs, the objective is to produce the best scholars, teachers and researchers in their
respected fields (Petr et al., 2014). Petr’s et al. (2014) study discusses the importance of
improving educational quality provided for social work doctoral students. Surveying data
was collected to get an overview of the expected outcomes and quality indicators of
program stakeholders. Similar to the investigations of Dinerman et al., (1999), Hall
(2007), Reneau (2011) and Swartz (2012), research studies from the last 14 to 27 years
focused primarily on junior faculty’s perspective in order to adequately identify the
needed teaching preparation training in social work doctoral programs.
Foundations of Instruction
There is a long history in education where foundations of instruction for educators
are based in theory and practice (Burroughs, 1990; Curren, 1998; Slevin, 1992). Curren
(1998) explains the relevance of the philosophical traditional norms and movements in
education, and Burroughs (1990) addressed the underlying assumptions of a professor’s
expertise having similar traditional norms. Throughout these studies, the empirical
research cited implied that current research shows less emphasis on the teaching and
instruction perspectives for doctoral studies (Burroughs, 1990; Slevin, 1992). Slevin
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(1992) reported on the question of why scholarship seems to outweigh teaching as a
collective mind in the academy, stating that what should be considered first is the relative
importance assigned to each student within the graduate programs of study. Research
indicated that theory without practice leads to an empty idealism, and action without
philosophical reflection leads to mindless activism (Elias & Merriam, 2005) which
implies to put application to the practice of instruction. In addition, Elias’ and
Merriam’s (2005) beliefs were “the knowledge of philosophy of education …
distinguishes a professional educator from a paraprofessional or a beginning teacher” (p.
11). In the department of education, the objective was to focus on teaching and preparing
educators for the professoriate. However, doctoral programs, in a variety of disciplines,
emphasized research and teaching as focal points in their curriculum. Additionally, some
doctoral programs have emphasized content and research to the exclusion of how to
prepare students to teach for the professoriate (Slevin, 1992). In this study, the objective
was to gain knowledge of the readiness to teach of social work junior faculty. The
motivation behind this current research was to demonstrate that studies have shown new
educators still feel unprepared to teach in the classroom (Acquavita & Tice, 2015;
Dinerman et al., 1999; Knight & Lagana, 1999). Acquavita and Tice (2015) reported that
social work doctoral education is linked to developing and consuming research, and this
is the reason research is emphasized in most doctoral degrees. Dinerman et al. (1999)
supports that there is a lack of literature in doctoral level social work programs that report
on teaching preparedness and readiness to teach for the graduates of these programs,
because the emphasis in these programs focuses on research. Dinerman’s et al. (1999)
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research suggests that there are no reviews of higher education literature that explore the
perceptions of junior faculty’s level of preparation to teach using a punitive lens.
Definition of Terms
Adult Learner

Learning in adulthood; Knowles’s (1968) andragogy theory
is based on six assumptions about the adult learner, used as
a scholarly approach (andragogy) to explains how adults
learn (Merriam, Caffarella & Baumgartner, 2007).

Andragogy

Andragogy is “the art and science of helping adults to
learn” (Knowles, 1968, p. 351).

Instructional Perspectives

“Guiding beliefs, feelings, and behaviors theorized and
practiced by adult educators” (Stanton, 2005, p. 21).

Learner-Centered

The instructor is more a facilitator to guide students to be
more self-directed in their learning (Grubb, 1999).

Mentorship

To offer knowledge on how professional interactions and
personal responsibilities can function together to achieve an
individual’s goal in both realms; to give best practices in
whatever field of study or practice in which the mentor has
excelled (Miller, 2005).

Pedagogy Model

The pedagogical model of learning is viewed as a subjectcentered and a teacher-centered model (Delahaye et al.,
1994).

Research Institution

Institutions that awarded at least 20 research/scholarship
doctoral degrees during the update year; institutions with
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below 20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees that
awarded at least 30 professional practice doctoral degrees
in at least two programs; High research activity (Carnegie
Classifications Advisory Board, 2021).
Self-Directed Learning

A process in which individuals take the initiative, without
help of others, in planning, carrying out and evaluating
their own learning experiences (Knowles, 1975).

Teaching-Centered

The teacher is the most dominant source of information and
seen as the expert over the material learned (Emaliana,
2017).

Teaching Certificate

A certificates that provide students with different learning
theories, instruction regarding administration and
management, teaching methodologies and professional
ethics (Kwatubana & Bosch, 2019).

Teaching Curriculum

Curriculum based around effective method and techniques
of instruction (Galbraith, 2004).

Teaching Institution

A university or college whose culture places primary
importance on education as a transformative experience for
learners and instructors (O’Keefe et al., 2015).

Teaching Preparedness

The development of teacher training in the classroom
through mentorship and instructional learning (Boyer,
1990; Meacham, 2002).
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Statement of Problem
The purpose of teaching is to facilitate personal growth and development that
impact the professional, social and political aspects of learners (Galbraith, 2004).
Galbraith’s (2004) research emphasis pertains to how to be an effective teacher of adults
and reports on understanding and facilitating adult education. Often, universities take for
granted that there is a fundamental art of teaching by emphasizing more development of
research than the development of instruction (Burroughs, 1990; Conti, 1985; Gencel &
Saracaloglu, 2018; Hall, 2007; Schwartz & Walden, 2012; Slevin, 1992). There has been
a long debate on the methods and responsibilities of teaching preparation on the
collegiate level (Dinerman et al., 1999). Burroughs (1990) agrees there is significance in
teaching but feels that a faculty member’s expertise derived from active research is
efficient enough to learn what is being taught. In contrast, Slevin (1992) promotes the
development preparation in graduate programs for the teaching role. Burroughs (1990)
also agrees that teaching is not as simple as having enough knowledge of a subject and
relaying that knowledge to others but, it involves teaching philosophies, teaching method
and techniques, and instructional planning.
The foundation of education comes from having philosophies and methods of
instruction in order to effectively teach others with varied learning styles and abilities
(Knowles, 1989). Research that identified the preparatory measures of practitioners for
the professoriate, conducted over 20 years ago, found that there was limited literature
identifying new teacher struggles and/or faculty benefits of enhanced teaching skills for a
better orientation into the professoriate (Dinerman et al., 1999). The empirical research
(Belcher et al., 2011; Dinerman et al., 1999; Heimlich & Norland, 2002; Knight &
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Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al., 2002; Tirrito & Ginsberg, 2001; Valentine et al., 1998) that
has been conducted has revealed that this is due to a lack of curriculum in disciplines,
other than education, that have not sufficiently provided doctoral students with the skills
in the art of teaching (Dinerman et al., 1999). Dinerman et al. (1999) state, little help
seems to be available to new teachers; however, in acquiring missing skills. As a result,
new teachers struggle; and their students are disgruntled while even experienced faculty
might benefit from enhanced teaching skills, and both might profit from a better
orientation to the full faculty role. Teaching is only one aspect, albeit an important one of
the requirements of the faculty role (p. 24). Due to the limitations in other research
investigations (Belcher et al., 2011; Dinerman et al., 1999; Heimlich & Norland, 2002;
Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al., 2002; Tirrito & Ginsberg, 2001; Valentine et al.,
1998) examining the teaching readiness and preparedness of junior faculty in their
doctoral programs, there is a need for this research from a different perspective. These
limitations include surveying program administrator or directors for their perspectives
instead of students’ perspectives, not including questions of intent of doctoral student
teaching experiences, and the exclusion of outcomes and input results. A review of this
historical research indicates that ideally curriculum in doctoral programs has been
focused on research, rather than instruction (Dinerman et al, 1999, p. 24). Findings in
Dinerman’s et al. (1999) research indicated that the study of doctoral education in social
work remains understudied, unexplored and existing research is outdated (Dinerman et
al., 1999; Kropf et al., 2002; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018). The lack of preparation
for the critical role of teaching in social work causes a deficient for graduate students’
teaching capabilities when assuming their new roles as faculty (Dinerman et al., 1999).
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to understand perceptions of junior faculty who
graduated from a social work doctoral program, their readiness to teach and their teacher
training during doctoral studies. Similar studies (Dinerman et al., 1999; Kropf et al.,
2002; Reneau, 2011) revealed that very little is known of what is done to prepare the
junior faculty in social work doctoral programs for future teaching roles. This study adds
to the amount of research (Acquavita & Tice, 2015; Austin, 2002; Belcher et al., 2011;
DeNeef, 2001; Golde & Dore, 2004; Kropf et al., 2002; Nyquist et al., 1999; Oktay et al.,
2013; Reneau, 2011) pertaining to teaching orientation of adult learners and lessen the
research gap focused on doctoral studies in social work and teaching preparedness.
Research Questions
Modeling Schwartz and Walden’s (2012) work, this study’s major research
question is based around teaching preparedness in social work doctoral programs. It is:
What level of teaching preparedness do social work junior faculty perceive they received
from their doctoral programs?
The hypotheses are:
•

H1: Social work junior faculty do perceive themselves to be prepared to teach
in their first full-time position after completing their Ph.D. program.

•

H0: Social work junior faculty do not perceive themselves being prepared to
teach in their first full-time position after completing their Ph.D. program.

Secondary Research Questions:
•

Do social work junior faculty who obtained a teaching certificate have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not?
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What level of teaching preparedness is received in research focused
institutions versus teaching focused institutions?

•

Do social work junior faculty who graduated from an R1 institution have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not?

•

What level of teaching preparedness do social work junior faculty perceive
relies on mentorship?

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this study is inspired by the work of Meacham
(2002) and Boyer (1990). Meacham (2002) identified factors to better prepare doctoral
students for teaching at the collegiate level. Those factors included: being mentored by
senior faculty, spending time following faculty through a typical day on campus,
participating in high level graduate seminars on teaching and faculty life, preparing a
course syllabus and having it critiqued, being supervised in teaching by excellent
teachers, engaging in self-assessment and self-reflection as a teacher and potential faculty
member, and assembling a teaching portfolio that includes a statement of teaching
philosophy. Meacham’s conceptual framework was influenced from the work of
Preparing Future Faculty program, a cluster of partner institutions that provides doctoral
students with an introduction to teaching and other aspects of faculty life (Meacham,
2002). Boyer (1990) emphasized the connection between research productivity and
classroom performance to demonstrate the importance of teacher training. Boyer’s
(1990) model identified teaching as the interfacing research with instructional learning.
This work is significant in higher education, because it focused attention to the
necessities of teaching or being an effective teacher. Boyer’s (1990) framework was
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constructed through his research on redefining scholarship, which included teaching and
learning as one of the four paramount types of scholarship.
Meacham’s (2002) emphasis on mentorship and preparation of instructional
methods in the classroom relates to the objectives and focuses of this current study to
understand the significance of mentorship and teacher training. Boyer’s (1990) model
adds to the purpose of this study’s aim to understand teacher preparedness by
emphasizing instructional learning in relation to the teacher training. Both models place
importance on teaching preparation as instructional training and performance in the
classroom, which is the focus of this study (See Figure 1.1). The Ph.D. Project Survey Section D was intended to test the suggestions of the fields of teaching preparation that
Meacham’s and Boyer’s conceptual models emphasize. This survey was also used to
explore the perspectives of social work junior faculty’s doctoral programs’ teacher
training experiences and how effective they perceived those experiences to be in
preparing them to teach in higher education.
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Figure 1.1
Teaching Preparedness Conceptual Model

(Meacham)
Mentorship

Teaching
Preparedness
(Boyer)
Teacher
training and
Instructional
learning

Significance of Study
This study may have several benefits. It may result in a greater awareness of
teaching readiness for social work doctoral graduates. It will also contribute to the social
work literature and more specifically social work doctoral programs. It will also
contribute to the area of adult education as it may help our understanding on teaching
adult learners. Lastly, it may provide administrators of social work doctoral programs’
ideas that could influence changes to improve any deficiencies in the instructional and
curriculum components of their programs. Thus, it may help them design ‘best practices’
and structure new policies for stronger teaching curriculum and practice in their
programs.
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Organization of Study
In Chapter One, this study presented a discussion of the fundamentals of the
instructional processes and the significance of incorporating theory with practice.
Chapter Two provided an examination of the empirical research literature of curriculum
and instruction, adult education and the graduate experience. The methods used by
teachers of adults, a perspective on adult education and the outcomes of graduate students
were discussed. Additionally, perspectives on post-graduate students’ preparedness to
teach was introduced. Chapter Three presented the methodology used for this study,
research design, participants, setting, data collection and analysis and the limitations of
this study. Chapter Four reported for the methodology used for this research and
presented findings. Chapter Five discussed the findings, limitations, implications, future
research and conclusions.
Summary
This chapter focused on the issues and importance of teaching preparedness in
relation to the curriculum and in-classroom training an adult learner receives in social
work doctoral programs. It introduced the foundations and theories of instruction as well
as the history of required curriculum in doctoral studies. In addition, this chapter
reported on teaching as a craft and provided the definition of terms and the inspired
conceptual framework that implements improvements in academic program development.
Also, the chapter stated the problem, purpose and significance of this study. In addition,
this chapter introduced questions of adult learner’s learning experiences in order to gain
knowledge on their perspectives of instruction. The research gathered information of
perspectives regarding the effectiveness of graduate students’ learning experiences after
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they have begun their careers as new faculty in academia. Furthermore, this study
accounted for the adult learner’s perceptions in retrospect of their new faculty role and
reported on what could have possibly prepared them better for teaching.
Chapter Two will discuss empirical research that links the significance of theorybased curriculum and instruction models, mentorship and the training of educators. The
empirical work suggests evidence that there are patterns in the reported perspectives of
post-graduates in doctoral programs of both research and teaching institutions and that
further research and improvements are needed to address the lack of preparation to teach
after graduating from a doctoral program (Belcher et al., 2011; Dinerman et al., 1999;
Heimlich and Norland, 2002; Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al., 2002; Petr et al.,
2014; Tirrito & Ginsberg, 2001; Valentine et al., 1998).
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Doctoral student outcomes indicate a need for program curriculum and practice
reconstruction in order to better prepare graduate students in the classroom as junior
faculty (Belcher et al., 2011; Dinerman et al., 1999; Heimlich & Norland, 2002; Knight
& Lagana, 1999; Petr et al., 2014; Tirrito & Ginsberg, 2001; Valentine et al., 1998). This
literature offers insight into the following: (a) the significance of teaching orientation, (b)
the problems in research and literature of what is lacking in the development of educators
in social work prior to post graduation, (c) the foundation and significance of adult
education, (d) adult educational theories to support curriculum models when instructing
future faculty, (e) classroom assessment techniques, (f) best practices of instruction for
future faculty, (g) planning and development for classroom instruction, and (h) the
instruments that measure instructional perspectives of adult educators. The literature
focuses on teaching orientation and the significance of implementing more effective
curriculum and practice in doctoral programs to better prepare future faculty in academia.
Adult Education
Significant stages in the development of the adult educator are attained by the
assessment of teaching style and methods (Conti, 1985; Galbraith, 2004). Assessment
and methods of teaching styles offer methodical and comprehensible perspectives in the
instructional processes of adult education (Hemimlich and Norland, 2002). In the early
decades of the 20th century, learning began to be studied systematically (Thorndike et al.,
1928). In many countries, the growing concept of andragogy was used as a scholarly
approach to explain how adults learn (Reischmann, 2004). The humanism fundamental
principle explained by Elias & Merriam (2005) is the intrinsic motivation that adult
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learners develop with maturity in academia. Those fundamental principles are: individual
dignity, autonomy, freedom and integrity. Continuing education, specifically for this
graduate-level study, was motivated by a purpose driven outcome such as a job,
humanitarian interests, salary increase and/or promotion (Knowles, 1989).
Philosophies of adult education are focused on general principles of the
educational process, which include defining adult education, the needs and interests of
adult learners, contrasting views of method and content, adult development and the
teaching and learning process (Bedi, 2004; Cranton, 1994; Elias & Merriam, 2005;
Knowles, 1989). “The andragogical model of learning is viewed as a learner-centered
model and one that is problem centered” (Bedi, 2004) as where “the pedagogical model
of learning is viewed as a subject-centered model and a teacher-centered model”
(Delahaye et al., 1994). In addition, it is important to comprehend how and why
pedagogical strategies are used in education. However, there is also a need to explain
why andragogical strategies should be a continuum learning approach in education, as
one becomes an adult learner at the graduate level. Knowles (1984) frequently refers to
the student’s orientation to learning when discussing assumptions of both pedagogy and
andragogy. The adult learner experiences both teacher-centered (pedagogy) and selfdirected (andragogy) learning requirements in graduate programs; therefore, the
application of both teaching strategies may be appropriate.
There has been much debate over the orientations of learning for adults. In
reviewing studies of empirical research based around the instruction of doctoral students
in social work, the assumed approach of curriculum and instruction has been pedagogical
strategies (Acquavita & Tice 2015; Austin, 2002; Bledsoe et al., 2010; Delahaye et al.,

HARDWRICT, MARISSA, UMSL, 2021

15

1994; Dinerman et al., 1999; Nyquist et al., 1999; Petr et al., 2014). The empirical
research collectively expounds on the social work student curriculum structure as
teacher–centered by a combination of courses being lecture focused and mentor
influenced experiences. In this research, the significance of andragogical strategies
implemented in the teaching instruction and practice of social work doctoral programs
demonstrates how adult education instruction models benefit a new teacher’s abilities for
instruction in classroom settings.
Andragogy
The concept of andragogy (or adult education) was first interpreted in the book,
Adult Learning, as the process of engaging adult learners with the structure of learning
experiences (Thorndike et al., 1928). This implication defines andragogy as the science
of theory and practice as lifelong and life-wide education for adults (Thorndike et al.,
1928). The significance of understanding this theory in relation to this study is to attain
the concept of the practice of teaching adult learners, specifically at the graduate level in
Ph.D. programs in Social Work. In the United States, Knowles (1968) proposed a new
label and new technology of adult learning to distinguish it from pedagogy. He (1968)
labeled specific theoretical and practical approaches based on a humanistic conception of
self-directed, autonomous learners and teachers as facilitators of learning.
Knowles’s andragogy theory is based on assumptions about the adult learner.
Knowles created six assumptions that are related to motivation of adult learning:
a. As a person matures his or her self-concept moves from that of a dependent
personality toward one of a self-directing human being.
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b. An adult accumulates a growing reservoir of experience, which is a rich
resource for learning.
c. The readiness of an adult to learn is closely related to the developmental tasks
of his or her social role.
d. There is a change in time perspective as people mature – from future
application of knowledge to immediacy of application; thus, an adult is more
problem centered than subject centered in learning (Knowles 1980).
e. The most potent motivations are internal rather than external.
f. Adults need to know why they need to learn something (Knowles, 1989).
From these assumptions, Knowles proposed a program-planning model for designing,
implementing and evaluating educational experiences with adult learners.
Self-directed Learning. Self-directed learning (SDL) has been an active area of
analysis in adult education and learning for decades (Du Toit-Brits, 2018). Knowles
(1975) explains SDL as a process whereas individuals take the initiative, with or without
the help of others in identifying their learning needs, communicate learning goals,
identifying resources for learning, choose and implement proper learning strategies and
evaluate their learning outcomes. Guglielmino (2013) emphasizes how imperative selfdirected learning is in the 21st century due to modern-day changes in social, economic,
cultural levels, political levels and education systems. He reports that SDL is vital to a
students’ success in education and workforce. A supporting component of SDL is
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Gillet et al. (2012) elucidates intrinsic motivation as
engaging in the activity for its own sake in order to facilitate conceptual learning,
performance and learning
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enjoyment; and extrinsic motivation as engaging in an activity to obtain an outcome. The
teacher’s role in SDL training process is to promote students to be a reflective thinker and
a self-directed learner (Gencel & Saracaloglu, 2018).
Teaching as a Craft
The teaching style and/or teaching of adult learners is multifaceted. Teaching is
directionally proportional to the orientation of instructional learning, student interactions,
management and supervision of the classroom and curriculum, which affects the
socialization of the students to the field of practice and mentorship (Amira & Jelas, 2010;
Delcheccolo, 2017; Grasha, 1994; Heimlich & Norlan, 2002). This view is supported by
research defining a few main foundations regarding the skill of teaching that include: (a)
content knowledge defined as a teacher’s understanding of the structure, salient concepts,
relations among concepts and ways of thinking about a particular area (Amira & Jelas,
2010; Berliner, 1992). Delcheccolo’s (2017) research described that working knowledge
of instructional theory offers a framework to heighten opportunities of learning for
students. Developing a knowledge base related to instructional theory is central to the
preparation of teachers (Gatti-Petito et al., 2013).
Teaching Philosophies. Teaching philosophies fundamentally describe the
beliefs about strategies that guide instruction (Duron & Giardina, 2018). Pedagogical
content knowledge is a teacher’s ability to transform content knowledge into the forms
needed to be learned by ordinary students and pedagogic knowledge consists primarily of
knowledge about classrooms, assessment and methods to motivate students and socialinteractional skills (Berliner, 1992). In contrast to pedagogical approaches, there was
progressive research on instruction of adult learners, where andragogy was used as a
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scholarly approach to explain how adults learn. In addition, the first reports of the results
of this research are in Thorndike et al. (1928) book, Adult Learning. Elias and Merriam’s
(1995) give comprehensive overview of adult education philosophies is the most
referenced when explaining the six philosophical approaches of adult education:
behaviorist, humanistic, liberal, progressive, radical and analytic. Ho et al. (2001) reveal
that instructors who know how to use these learning-focused approaches can foster
deep approaches to learning, demonstrating a relationship between approaches to
teaching and approaches to learning.
Instructional Planning. Boone (1985) created a model that is formulated on
assumptions, concepts and real experiences of adult educators used as change agents and
programmers. Boone’s model is relevant to this study, because it uses these attributes to
create and implement improvements in programs. Additionally, the conceptual
programming model specifically focuses on effective methods of preparation, design and
implementation, evaluation and accountability that educators should have when teaching
(see Table 1). In programming and policy development, this method is the most efficient
approach to the organization and implementation of curriculum, and it is the most
beneficial in the preparation of teaching as a new faculty member.
Boone’s (1985) generic model (see Table 2.1) is institutionally based but
addresses the typical shortcoming of such models by including a staff development
component. The purpose of the staff development is to remain mindful of and responsive
to the changing needs of the clients (i.e., ‘students’ in this study) served by the institution
(Langebach, 1993). In order to create a climate that promotes growth and development
of teachers at the collegiate level, it is important to understand and use the elements of
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planning, designing, implementation, and evaluation by providing professional
development programs and workshops that can expose students to effective instruction
procedures and strengthen them in practice as educators.
Table 2.1
A Conceptual Programming Model (Boone, 1985, p. 61)

Planning
The Organization and Its Renewal Process
⮚ Understanding of and Commitment to
Functions of this
Organization:
● Mission
● Philosophy
● Objectives
⮚ Understanding and Commitment to the
Organization’s Structure:
● Roles
● Relationships
⮚ Knowledge about and Skilled in
Organization’s Processes:
● Supervision
● Staff Development
● Evaluation and Accountability
⮚ Understanding of and Commitment to a
Tested Conceptual Framework for
Programming
⮚ Understanding and Commitment to
Continuous Organizational Renewal

Linking the Organization to Its Publics
⮚ Study, Analysis and Mapping of the
Organization’s Publics
⮚ Identifying Target Publics
⮚ Identifying and Interfacing with Leaders
of Target Publics
⮚ Collaborative Identifications,
Assessments and Analysis of Needs
Specific to Target Publics

Design and Implementation
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Designing the Planned Program
⮚ Translating Expressed Needs into Macro
Needs
⮚ Translating Macro Needs into Macro
Objectives
⮚ Specifying General Educational Strategies
and Learning Activities
⮚ Specifying Macro Outcomes of the
Planned Program

Implementing the Planned Program
⮚ Developing Plans of Action
● Translating Needs into Teaching
Objectives
● Specifying Learning Experiences
for each Teaching Objective
● Developing Plans for Evaluating
Learner Outcomes and Assessing
Learner Experiences
⮚ Developing and Implementing Strategies
and Techniques for Marketing the Plans
of Action
⮚ Developing and Following Through on
Plans to Recruit and Train LeadersLearners Resources
Monitoring and Reinforcing the TeacherLearner Transaction

Evaluation and Accountability
⮚ Determining and Measuring Program
Outputs
⮚ Assessing Program Inputs
⮚ Using Evaluation Findings for Program
Revisions, Organizational Renewal, and
for Accounting to Publics, Parent
Organization, Funding Sources, the
Profession, and where appropriate, the
Governance Body
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Hosp and Ardoin (2008) research links assessment and evaluation crucial factors
of instructional planning. Like Boone’s (1985) model on program planning, their
research reported assessment and evaluation that informs instructional planning and
makes decisions on what to teach and how to teach. In addition, decisions are made to
recognize types of approaches and instruction to be provided to the student (Hosp &
Ardion, 2008). Hutchison and Woodward (2018) emphasize the importance of
instructional planning as a process that directs teachers in identifying their instructional
goals. Additionally, instructional goals are put in place to interpret the curriculum and
learning objectives of the teacher, course and program (Hutchison & Woodward, 2018).
There are many types of learning systems considered in this process. Karampiperis and
Sampson (2004) discusses the five most common learning systems as the: student model,
expert model, pedagogical model, domain knowledge model, and communication model.
The most common model used for setting instructional planning for curriculum is the
pedagogical model, and it is based on a teacher-centered style of information distribution
according to learning principles of the students (Karampiperis & Sampson, 2004).
Teaching Environment. Creating interactive and supportive environments to
teach by providing a variety of teaching tools and implementing high standards have
motivated students to excel in their performance (Paladino, 2008). Research exploring
the teaching and learning culture in the classroom helps provide input for improvement of
development in the classroom and programs (Martens & Malm, 2019). Lee (2007)
reported that teachers who commit to creating a diverse teaching environment also
commit to research and collegiately is also within greater control of the university. Lee
(2007)
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explains that this is why the teaching environment is a critical unit of analysis in higher
education, because it plays an influential role in determining the departmental cultures of
the university.
There are three (in-person) settings in which adult learning occurs: (a) formal
institutional settings such as classrooms, (b) non-formal settings that are outside the
classroom (i.e. museum, libraries, etc.) and (c) informal contexts which are set in
everyday activities and the settings can be varied places (Merriam et al., 2007). Analysis
of these settings inform the department on how to strengthen the teaching environments
and teach in the program (Martens & Malm, 2019).
Curriculum Models and Classroom Assessment
The focal aspect of this research is related to the curriculum encompassed in
doctoral programs and if what is implemented (or not implemented) in doctoral programs
is beneficial to the student’s learning abilities that prepare or hinder their readiness to
teach in a new instructor/faculty member’s role (Panacci, 2015; Valentine et al., 1998).
Empirical research on curriculum and classroom assessment (Angelo & Cross, 1993; Barr
& Tagg, 1995; Bledsoe et al., 2010; Caffarella & Daffron, 2013; Delahaye et al., 1994;
Grasha, 1994; Mezirow, 1997; Schuetz, 2002) are relative to this research to give insight
on what strategies of instructional processes are available for the classroom and graduate
level program development of instructional curriculum.
Caffarella and Daffron (2013) encompasses the entire formatting outline of
structuring program planning models to assessment and evaluation of the program. This
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research demonstrates practical approaches in teaching orientation, implements forms of
practice, and curriculum models. This A to Z structure includes instructional techniques
that will be emphasized in this research.
Angelo and Cross (1993) highlight practical measures of instruction in action.
The knowledge attained from their work offers real life scenarios of problems, issues,
circumstances that have or may occur in a classroom setting and some suggested
procedures and/or processes that would be helpful for both the instructor and student(s).
They offer knowledge on more practical measures of instruction for the learning
instructor. This technique is similar to the use of teaching practicums in social work that
should provide adult learners in social work practical experience and a comprehensive
introduction to the faculty role (Knight & Lagana, 1999).
Bedi (2004) implies that using pedagogical strategies to pass on knowledge and
foundations of instruction serves as answering questions of ‘how to’ [teach] and
following this with an andragogical approach of facilitating the practice and experiences
learners gain from their findings of foundational the knowledge attained in completing
the coursework.
Lastly, Langenbach (1993) illustrates a theory that the practice supports. His
work advises and features the conceptual model used in this research, Boone’s
Conceptual Programming Model. Curriculum models set the foundation of instruction
and are key elements for student development as teachers.
The Graduate Experience
Graduate students’ experiences are different from undergraduate students’
experiences. One prominent difference is that undergraduate studies are more teacher-
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centered and graduate-level studies increase self-directed learning opportunities for the
students (Chung et al., 2017). It is relevant in this research to discuss the difference in
graduate students’ experiences going from undergraduate studies to the graduate level in
order to demonstrate that there are student shifts based on one’s knowledge and life
experience gained during the academic growing process. The significance of the shift in
learning for the student necessitates that universities recognize and adjust to the changes
of students’ needs in order to improve the learning experience and goals regarding their
degree attainment (Forbus et al., 2011).
Nyquist et al, (1999) discuss the experiences of graduate students and their
individual experiences in graduate school. Key issues include the need for adaptive
mixed messages (divergent ideas of what constitutes balance and success from university
mentors and institutional leaders), support and lack of knowledge about being a faculty
member. The significance of this literature to this research demonstrates graduate
students’ perspectives of the value of research and teaching curriculum in graduate level
academic life.
Expected Outcomes for Graduate Students in Social Work Ph.D. Programs
Petr et al., (2014) discuss results of a national survey of social work Ph.D.
students, faculty and administrators. The intent of this study was to facilitate the
development, evaluation and improvement of Social Work Ph.D. programs. The
objective was to improve the outcomes of graduate students as determined by surveyed
results. In addition, Petr et al. (2016) demonstrates policies and processes from an
administrator’s perspective of goals and objectives of an institution and what
administrators forecast as successful outcomes for students accepted in their graduate
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program. Previous research (Acquavita & Tice, 2015; Dinerman et al., 1999; Grady et
al., 2010; Panacci, 2015; Reneau, 2011) on this topic reported it not only necessary to
give perspective of the student’s experience, but to also learn what the perceived
expectations of the institution were for the student. This research’s significance is a good
balance of insight to gain a complete understanding of the overall graduate school
experience.
Preparing Future Faculty
Preparation for the professoriate is undoubtedly an important factor for doctoral
training. However, the current literature suggests that doctoral training may not
sufficiently be preparing graduates for the academic profession. Considerable attention
in doctoral education in the United States, in the past 15 years, have focused on ways to
evaluate and improve the accountability and quality of the education provided to doctoral
students (Walker et al., 2009). According to Polly and Hannafin (2011), teachers need
formal training in adult education theory to obtain the essential skills to effectively
facilitate learning. Empirical literature specific to teaching preparation (Acquavita et al.,
2015; Belcher et al., 2011; Dawson, 1997; Delcheccolo, 2017; DeNeef, 2001; Dinerman
et al., 1999; Hall, 2007; Hall & Hulse, 2010; Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al., 2002;
McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018; McManus, 2008; McNelis et al., 2019; Meacham,
2002; Nyquist et al., 1999; Oktay et al., 2013; Pruitt-Logan et al., 1998; Reneau, 2011;
Ryan, 2009; Silverman, 2003; Slevin, 1992; Schwartz & Walden, 2011; Schwartz &
Walden, 2012; Stanton, 2005; Valentine et al., 1998) suggests that little is known of the
experiences that prepare doctoral students to teach at the collegiate level.
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Pruitt-Logan et al., (1998) examined the effectiveness of preparing future faculty.
This research discusses facilitating clusters of doctoral institutions and introducing those
graduate students to faculty life. The basis of this study was to note the experiences of
the graduate students in their doctoral programs. This literature is somewhat outdated but
demonstrates little has changed in the processes of graduate programs, with respect to
what the students are experiencing. In this context, the findings describe the learning
expectations of doctoral students from the faculty/instructors and administrators’
perspective versus the doctoral students’ perspectives. Research on cross disciplinary
doctoral programs expounds on findings that students experience the same anxieties and
burdens, regardless of the discipline (Reneau, 2011).
In research-focused institutions on graduate student preparation for faculty,
findings report that graduate students serving on teaching assistantships aid much of the
undergraduate instruction responsibilities at larger universities. American universities’
research missions often depend upon the work of graduate students serving on research
assistantships for faculty. Teaching and research responsibilities as doctoral program
curriculum provide training opportunities for future faculty; however, these assistantship
roles are more teacher-centered and structured to serve institutional and faculty needs
than to ensure preparedness for new faculty roles (Austin, 2002; Knight & Lagana 1999;
Belcher et al., 2011; DeNeef, 2001; Emaliana, 2017; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018;
Golde & Dore, 2004; Harrington et al., 2014; Reneau, 2011). These findings demonstrate
the lack of preparedness to teach for the adult learner in doctoral programs.
Specifically, in social work, there is growing demand for grant-funded research,
which poses more emphasis for research in the social work profession and lessens the
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significance of teaching (Belcher et al, 2011). Research on identifying teaching
preparedness in social work doctoral programs has revealed that there is some debate
regarding the formal training of teaching; however, there is still little discussion on how
to increase competency and provide more productive support for emerging social faculty
(Oktay et al., 2013). There is a call for social work students to have a more diverse and
complex set of theoretical, empirical, and pedagogical knowledge and skills to contribute
to the knowledge base (Berger, 2015; Fong, 2012). Researchers have identified that there
are opportunities to help develop these scholarship skills in Social Work PhD Programs
(Barner et al., 2014; Drisko et al., 2015; Nettles & Millett, 2006). The adult learner in
social work, compared with many other disciplines, has fewer alternatives to an academic
career. Although teach assistantships are provided in some programs, there are not as
many hours dedicated to the development of teaching pedagogy as a sign of teaching
preparedness (Berger, 2015). Little evaluation is conducted for social work Ph.D.
students teaching independently to attain a sense of preparedness to teach (Dinerman et
al., 1999; Petr et al., 2014). Faculty carries out the largest bulk of research (Dinerman et
al., 1999). As a result, social work doctoral program curriculum is geared towards what
generates successful post-graduate career outcomes for graduate students as new faculty
(Petr et al., 2014).
Since little is known on how doctoral students of social work gain the essential
skills for instruction (Dinerman et al., 1999; Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al., 2002)
there is no accurate census of how to best prepare these doctoral programs for teaching or
to even justify that teaching and research are not mutually exclusive alternatives in these
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programs (Khinduka, 2002). The determination of this study will be to build on this
previous research to gain a better understanding of where we are now.
Doctoral Training. Doctoral training consists of internal and external outcomes.
Internal outcomes include professional organization affiliation, scholarly training by
experts in the field, grant supported research, authorship or co-authorship or papers
presented at professional meetings and in journals, and delivery of professional services
with the overall external outcome of employment (Johnson & McMinn, 2003). Doctoral
programs’ mission is to yield greatly skilled students that can contribute to scholastic
development (Bekova, 2019). In the traditional system of doctoral education, students
administer original research to advance knowledge in their field and progressively
become independent researchers under the supervision and guidance of experienced
scholars (Laudel & Gla¨ser, 2008; Gardner, 2008). Students are expected to keep abreast
of new research trends to keep curriculum current and to fulfil their role as ‘stewards of
the discipline’ (Walker et al., 2009).
Teaching Preparedness. Doctoral students know to become good teachers they
need to know how to prepare and conduct classes (Mitchell, 2007). Training doctoral
students in teaching by giving mentorship, information about advising and curriculum
development will increase the level of teaching preparedness for new faculty members
(Gaff, 2002). To understand and prepare for all aspects of faculty responsibilities is
essential to successfully navigate in the academy as faculty.
The connection of instructional learning and research on instructional
development provides a vast context for examining best practices for teacher training. It
is important to understand teaching preparation and to be familiar with what research that
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shows how to be most effective when implementing instructional training in doctoral
programs. There are varies models that explain the necessities in instructional learning,
however this study is influenced by the conceptual framework models of Boyer (1990)
and Meacham (2002), who give comprehensive overviews of best practices of teacher
training.
Boyer Conceptual Framework. Boyer (1990) research encompassed defining
what the core of academic life revolved around. Boyer’s research was based on
exploring and understanding the work of faculty as a reflection of the quality of campus
life. In this research, Boyer inquired about the work of faculty being essential to the
success of a student and if the goals American colleges and universities are appropriately
defined.
Boyer claimed that in order for American colleges and universities to remain
vital, scholarship must be redefined. This ideology focused an increased in teacher
training and underscored the importance of teaching. However, there was (as still is)
debate about where to direct resources of teaching vs. researching. The academy has
struggled for over one hundred years with whether doctoral programs should focus more
on research skills, teaching skills, or both in doctoral training (DeNeef, 1993).
Until Boyer’s work occurred in 1990, redefining scholarship was to include
teacher training, teaching was viewed as something routine and part of the
responsibilities of a faculty member, but not a priority. Boyer redefine teaching by
reporting that teaching is the act of transforming and extending knowledge from teacher
to student. Boyer underscored the association between performance in the classroom and
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research productivity to exhibit the significance of teacher training. This model
identified teaching as to interface research with instructional learning.
Meacham Conceptual Framework. Meacham (2002) wrote about the ideology
of teaching preparation for doctoral programs noting that graduate faculty members are
primarily researchers, but were not prepared to be effective teachers from their doctoral
training. Meacham (2002) reported on the lack of preparation for teaching
training at the doctoral level, stating the emphasis on research and the lack of emphasis
on teaching represent a serious gap between the qualities that are being sought in new
faculty and what is being taught to doctoral students.
Meacham (2002) work offered models of best practices that could support teacher
training in doctoral programs, but did not conduct any studies to test the impact of those
experiences. The list of activities doctoral teacher training include:
•

Mentorship from senior faculty,

•

To shadow faculty through a typical day on campus,

•

Participation in high level graduate seminars on teaching and faculty life,

•

Course syllabus preparation and having it critiqued,

•

Senior faculty supervision,

•

Self-assessment and self-reflection, and

•

To assemble a teaching portfolio that includes a statement of teaching
philosophy.

Although there is some agreement between Meacham (2002) and Boyer (1990),
the critique is that inadequate teacher training is non-pervasive throughout higher
education and there is argument of what may remedy the problem. Meacham’s model
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emphasis on mentorship and instructional methods helps to understand the significance of
mentorship and teacher training.
Teaching Certificates. The post-industrial age and globalization have brought
on technology changes that have increased the need for jobs to require higher skill sets
than a high school diploma (Brown, 2015). The pursuit of a post-secondary degree is not
an option for everyone, therefore, certificate training has vastly increased (Hanson,
2020). Certificate training can provide some good economic returns for students, because
some training can take less than two years to complete (Burillo et al., 2011; Kim &
Tamborini, 2019; U.S. Department of Labor, 2014; Xu & Trimble, 2016).
In post-secondary institutions, there is a recognized need for teacher training
(Chadha, 2015; Stowell et al., 2015). Most graduate teaching certificate programs are
offered by central support units within an institution that enhance teaching and learning
skill sets in post-secondary education like Teaching and Learning Centers (Verkoeyen &
Allard, 2020). Teaching certificates provide students with different learning theories,
instruction regarding administration and management, teaching methodologies,
professional ethics, and allowing students to test these theories (Kwatubana & Bosch,
2019). Research has identified positive training outcomes from participating in teaching
and learning development which include greater confidence, self-efficacy, awareness, and
interest in different teaching practices (Ash et al., 2009; Brancaccio-Taras et al., 2016),
and a transition towards more student-centered teaching (Derting et al., 2016). Training
in instruction allows students to develop more in academics, to prepare for their teaching
responsibilities, and make them more marketable for academic job markets (Aspenlieder
& Vander Kloet, 2014).
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A teacher certification is to ensure an individual is competent in subject matter
and the general practice of teaching. Doctoral students that participate in teaching
certification programs perceive they are more prepared to meet challenges in the
classroom by having the knowledge of how to use diverse teaching methods (Kanuka &
Smith, 2018). Although there are distinct differences in the perspectives between
doctoral students and department heads of doctoral programs regarding the significance
for academic hiring, both can agree of the value in recognition for formal training
bringing teaching theory into practice through experience (Kanuka & Smith, 2018;
Parson, Hill, Willis, 2012).
Mentorship
Mentorships are relationships that are focused on helping with professional and
career development, role modeling, psychological support, and offer substantial personal
investment over an extended time frame (Cohen, 1995a; Finch & Fernández, 2013).
Miller (2005) discusses mentorship as an opportunity to offer knowledge on how
professional interactions and personal responsibilities can function together to achieve an
individual’s goal in both realms. Miller (2005) adds that in this role, the mentor’s
responsibility is to give best practices in whatever field of study or practice in which the
mentor has excelled. With this knowledge, it is up to the mentee to create and customize
these practices to achieve one’s goals.
Faculty engagement during doctoral students’ PhD program habitually establish
the quality of a student’s area of research and productivity level. The literature reports
that collaborative interactions between faculty mentors and students in order to expand
the quantity and quality of scholarship (McRoy et al., 2012; Walker, G. et al., 2009). In
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Mentoring Adults Learners: A Guide for Educators and Trainers, Cohen (1995a)
suggests several aspects of mentorship for educators. These include differences in
mentors, collaboration, influences, timing and feedback, trust and readiness, transactional
process of learning, and phases of mentoring relationships. Cohen (1993; 1995b)
describes the underlying themes in mentoring as a partnership, having the role of a
collaborative, interpersonal relationship during their mentoring experience, having the
understanding of trust, and recognizing this as a learning opportunity for both parties
involved. This literature’s (Cohen, 1993; 1995a) relevance to doctoral social work
curriculum demonstrates the importance of mentorship beyond the traditional teaching
assistant hierarchy of the TA model to create equally operational instructors/coinstructors and its significance for shaping adult learners as future teachers (Finch &
Fernández, 2013).
Crisp and Cruz (2009) discusses the comparison of the old and the new paradigms
of mentorships. The old form of mentoring is comprised of one-way relationships of
knowledge transmitted from mentor to mentee; whereas the new models reflect a
collaborative learning partnership that allows learning to flow freely between mentor and
mentee. Crisp and Cruz’s (2009) findings report that the collaborative/partnership
mentoring experience is mostly favored as it can be academic, professional, and for
transformational purposes of learning.
Knowles’ (1980) basic principles of best environment for learning, role of the
facilitator, being self-directed, readiness, respecting the reservoir of life experiences,
immediacy of application, and intrinsic motivation are the foundations of the learning
experience between a mentor and mentee. In addition to the foundation of adult learning
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in relation to mentoring, Mezirow (1997) states that the relationship between mentor and
mentee coincide with the related theories of informed adult learning practices: emotional
intelligence (awareness), self-directed learning, and transformational learning
(reflection). In this aspect of mentorship, Mezirow (1997) states it is imperative to assess
motives and reflect on processes in order to acknowledge, address, and improve the self.
Once those focal points are acknowledged, made known, and addressed, the partnership
can begin with total transparency, which promotes trust. In this new state of awareness,
goal setting can become clearer.
Meacham’s (2002) work about teaching preparedness emphasizes the
responsibilities of teacher training on senior faculty and administrators in doctoral
programs. Meacham’s work is influenced by the Preparing Future Faculty Program
(PFF), which provide doctoral students with mentorship for teaching. The components of
this program links doctoral students with partner institutions that provide the students
mentorship of several faculty. Mentorship offer the students experiences of engaging in
teaching seminars, shadowing the daily duties of faculty, preparing syllabi, assembling a
teaching portfolio and philosophy, and participating in self-assessment and reflection.
The PFF program is not available in most research institution due to funding (Meacham,
2002) therefore, Meacham proposed that the federal government and private foundations
provide funding for the development of this program and similar programs to prepare
future teacher in American Higher Education.
In relation to this research, mentorship imbedded in the curriculum is a second
building block in producing an instructor able to take the practices of a seasoned educator
and create a learning environment customized to their own creative teaching style,
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knowledgeable abilities, and skill. This literature (Cohen, 1993, 1995a, 1995b; Crisp &
Cruz, 2009; Finch & Fernández, 2013; Knowles, 1980; Meacham, 2002; Mezirow, 1997;
Miller, 2005) identifies mentorship as a significant factor in the learning experiences of
adult learners and is key to doctoral training.
Instructional Perspectives
Stanton (2005) reports instructional perspectives as guiding beliefs, feelings and
behaviors practiced and theorized by adult educators. Results from an adult education
theoretical base (Knowles, 1975; 1980; 1989) may contribute to the development,
implementation and evaluation of curriculum and instruction policies of doctoral
programs (Dinerman et al., 1999; Hall, 2007; Reneau, 2004).
Henschke’s (1989, 1994, 1998) research helps to understand theoretical
reinforcements of instruction that can expand the instructional environment. Henschke
(1994) designed an assessment instrument, the Instructional Perspectives Inventory (IPI)
that reports on self-reported outlooks, beliefs, and behaviors of adult educators. In this
assessment, 45 questions are based on seven factors:
a) teaching empathy with learners,
b) teacher trust of learners,
c) planning and delivery of instruction,
d) accommodating learner uniqueness,
e) teacher insensitivity to learners,
f) learner-centered learning processes, and
g) teacher-centered learning processes.
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In this literature, it is his perspective that teaching practices and styles are influenced by
beliefs about teaching and learning.
Hall (2007) developed the Preparation for Teaching Survey (PFTS), which asks a
series of questions specific to the experiences of educators during doctoral training that
was intended to prepare them to teach. The PFTS is a 58-question survey consisting of a
7-point Likert scale with fixed responses. The survey asked two types of questions: (a)
how often certain event occurred during the participant’s doctoral training and (b) the
participants’ perspectives on how effective they felt those were during their doctoral
training. Hall’s survey development formulated from empirical literature (Austin, 2002;
Meacham, 2002; Silverman, 2003) that referenced tasks that may better improve teaching
preparation in doctoral programs. The use of this instrument promoted self-evaluation
for the participant, allowed them to critique their individual performance during doctoral
training, and reflect on their ideology about their beliefs and ideas of teaching and
learning.
Schwartz and Walden (2012) focus on research in doctoral education through a
support group called The PhD Project. The PhD Project promotes doctoral studies and
encourages prospective students by offering scholarships and funding to assist with
graduate education. The organization has a mission to increase diversity in corporate
America by recruiting more minorities and people of color to pursue doctoral studies.
According to Schwartz and Walden (2012), in order to increase diversity in graduate
level education and corporate America, alumni must feel that they are prepared to be
successful in academia as faculty members. Schwartz and Walden (2012) created an
instrument to measure the perspectives of their alumni students’ doctoral experience.
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The PhD Project Survey instrumentation is a questionnaire that measures the following
variables:
•

Experiences as a graduate student,

•

Mentorship,

•

Description and perceptions of doctoral program and department,

•

Career plans,

•

Demographics, and

•

Expectations of faculty jobs (with a section specifically measuring
teaching preparations).

Using Likert scales, respondents evaluate how prepared they were when they began their
junior faculty position.
Specifically, Dawson (1997), Hall (2007), McManus (2008), Schwartz and
Walden (2012) and Christianson et al. (2019) have studies that speak to the perceptions
of learned experience influencing preparedness to teach for new faculty. The literature
interprets preparedness as a result of learned instruction and style using various
instrumentation to survey and measure junior faculty perspectives of readiness to teach.
Kelly (2002) best reflected this when stating, “the preparation for a research career as
emphasized in doctoral programs is not sufficient for effective teaching” (p. 25). It is
implied that doctoral training is meant to produce researchers and not teachers. These
studies identified that gaining the beliefs of new faculty could help identify where in their
training administrators could possibly develop better practical and learning experiences to
strengthen the instruction component of their academic experience (Christianson et al.,
2019; Kelly, 2002; McNelis et al, 2019). For purposes of this study, the PhD Project
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Alumni Survey - Section D was modified to capture the questions specific to teaching
preparedness used to measure social work junior faculty perspectives of their training to
teach in their doctoral programs. Demographic questions were added to the survey (see
Appendix A). The instrumentation was renamed, Ph.D. Project Survey - Section D for
this study and is further discussed in Chapter Three (See Appendix B).
Summary
Learning comes in many forms: self-directed learning, transformational learning,
learning from experience in the practical sense, spiritual learning, westernized traditional
learning, non-westernized traditional learning and perspectives, new-age distance, and
technology driven learning (Elias & Merriam, 2005; Emaliana, 2017; Freire, 2000;
Heimlich & Norland, 2002; Knowles, 1980). This research is focused on social work of
junior faculty and measuring their perspectives of readiness to teach in the practical sense
of teaching and instruction.
This chapter has provided a review of the relevant literature that informs this
study and contains a historical background foundation for understanding adult education
and its relevance in the preparedness of teaching. The literature on adult education
suggests that the instructional perspective of the adult learner has a significant effect on
adult satisfaction with learning (Galbraith, 2004; Heimlich & Norland, 2002; Henschke,
1989; Knowles, 1980; Hall, 2007; Reneau, 2011; Schwartz & Walden, 2012). The
literature in this chapter highlights that empirical studies must be conducted to inform a
better understanding of the experiences of junior faculty, post-graduation from a doctoral
program in social work, and their perspective of what affected their preparation in new
teaching roles. The body of this literature identifies the problem, which this study will
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examine. While this review of literature is complete with many researchers reporting the
need for better teaching preparations of doctoral adult learners, the summation of their
findings reports there is still little known about how doctoral programs in social work
support teaching preparation. This review of the literature relative to teaching
preparation helps to support the need for the study in addition to providing rationale for
conducting this study.
Chapter Three will provide a methodological approach in examining the
perspectives of social work junior faculty’s teaching preparedness in correlation to the
research question that this study addresses. This chapter will discuss the purpose of the
study, the research questions, hypothesis, participants, instrumentation and procedure.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction
In the discipline of Education, the literature regarding teaching preparedness in
doctoral programs speculated on what experiences may contribute to effective teaching
preparation (Meacham, 2002; Silverman, 2003). The literature (Acquavita et al., 2015;
Anastas, 2012; Belcher et al., 2011; Dinerman et al., 1999; Harrington et al., 2014;
Knight & Lagana, 1999; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018; Oktay et al., 2013; Petr et al.,
2014; Valentine et al., 1998) revealed limitations of the research related to teaching
preparedness in doctoral social work education. Prior research identifies that in doctorallevel education, programs tend to emphasize research more than instruction. Specifically
in the discipline of social work, the literature indicates that the focus on teaching
preparedness is an uncultivated topic and outdated (Dinerman et al., 1999; Kropf et al.,
2002; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018). The aim in this study is to determine social
work junior faculty’s perspectives of their readiness to teach among those employed at a
university as a tenured track faculty member post-graduation with their Ph.D. in Social
Work.
A quantitative approach was used to answer the research questions. The concepts
of teaching preparedness were measured by using a demographic questionnaire (see
Appendix A) that was modified for this study. This chapter is separated into eight parts:
(a) purpose of the study, (b) research questions and hypotheses, (c) research design, (d)
setting, (e) participants, (f) instrumentation – the demographics portion of the
demographic survey (discussed later in this chapter) and the Ph.D. Project Survey, (g)
data collection and analysis, and (h) limitations.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses
The primary research question, hypotheses and secondary questions for this study
were:
Primary Research Question: What level of teaching preparedness do social
work junior faculty perceive they received from their doctoral programs?
•

H1: Social work junior faculty do perceive themselves to be prepared to
teach in their first full-time position after completing their PhD program.

•

H0: Social work junior faculty do not perceive themselves being prepared
to teach in their first full-time position after completing their PhD
program.

Secondary Research Questions:
•

Do social work junior faculty who obtained a teaching certificate have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not?

•

What level of teaching preparedness is received in research focused
institutions verses teaching focus institutions?

•

Do social work junior faculty who graduated from an R1 institution have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not?

•

What level of teaching preparedness do social work junior faculty perceive
relies on mentorship?

Research Design
This study was quantitative in nature and consisted of administering an online
survey, the Ph.D. Project Survey - Section D, to alumni of doctoral social work programs
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presently employed at a university as a tenured-track faculty member. A professional
social work organization assisted in the administration of the survey.
Participants
Criteria for participation in the study were that individuals had to be alumni of a
Ph.D. social work program and had graduated between 2015 and 2020. A total of 42
participants completed usable surveys. Females encompassed 76% of the respondents and
males 24%. Caucasians represented 62% (n=25) of the sample, African
Americans/Blacks 18% (n=7) of the sample, followed by Asians represented 8% (n=3)
and Hispanics/Latinos 8% (n=3) of the sample), Asian American 5% (n=2). Other
ethnicities represented 0% (n=0) of the sample on the survey. The respondent ages ranged
between 25 years old and older. The age ranges were broken up in to increments and the
responses were 25-29 years of age 2% (n=1), 30-39 years of age 52% (n=22), 40-49 years
of age 33% (n=14), 50-59 years of age 10% (n=4) and 60+ years of age at 2% (n=1). The
geographical locations of where the Respondents’ received their doctoral degrees ranged
from Northeast, South, Midwest and Western regions. The predominant responses from
the survey came from the Midwest at 40% (n=17), followed by the South at 24% (n=10),
the Northeastern region at 19% (n=8) and the West at 17% (n=7) (See Table 3.1).
The majority of respondents, 45% (n=19) had been in their tenure-track position
for 1 to 3 years, followed by durations responses of 4-6 years at 33% (n=19) and <1 year
21% (n=9). The majority of the respondents had no teaching experience at the collegiate
level prior to entering their doctoral program, reporting 62% (n=26) not having any
experience and 38% (n=16) stating they did have teaching experiences before entering
their doctoral program. The ranges of teaching experience at the collegiate level surveyed
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were between <1 year and over 15 years. The respondents reported 50% (n=21) have had
teaching experience at the collegiate level, 6-10 years at 31% (n=13), 15+ years at 12%
(n=5), 11-15 years at 5% (n=2) and 2% with less than a year of teaching experience at the
collegiate level. However, their background experiences were more clinical, reporting at
57% (n=24) than a teaching background reporting at 43% (n=18). Prior to entering their
doctoral programs, the majority of the respondents reported that they were interested in
both teaching and research reporting at 48% (n=20), followed by interested in research
only at 40% (n=17) and teaching at 12% (n=5). This response coincides with the
following survey question regarding postgraduate career plans of employment with the
majority of the respondents, 76% (n=31) wanting to be employed at a research institution.
Teaching institution employment rated at 24% (n=10). The bulk of the respondents all
graduated from a research institution, responding at 95% (n=40) and only 5% (2) from a
teaching institution. The greater number of responses provided reflects that their
institution did not provide teaching certificates reporting at 69% (n=29) compared to the
institutions that did at 31% (13) and the respondents reported a greater number of them
not having a teaching certificate, 86% (n=36) compared to the 14% (n=6) respondents
that did. Lastly, post-graduation from their doctoral program, the respondents report that
the majority did not participate in a buyout in their current tenure-track position,
reporting at 58% (n=23) answering, “no” and 43% (n=17) responding, “yes.”
Respondent sample characteristics are summarized in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1
Respondent Sample Characteristics
Characteristic

n

%

Male
Female
Transgender Female
Transgender Male
Gender Variant/NonConforming
Not listed
Prefer Not to
Answer

10
32
-

23.81
76.19
-

-

-

White/Caucasian
African
American/Black
American
Indian/Alaskan
Native
Asian
Asian American
Hispanic/Latino
Native
Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander
International
Biracial
Prefer not to answer

25
7

62.50
17.50

-

-

3
2
3
-

7.50
5.00
7.50
-

-

-

25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 or older

1
22
14
4
1

2.38
52.38
33.33
9.52
2.38

Northeast
Midwest
South
Western regions

8
17
10
7

19.05
40.48
23.81
16.67

Gender

Race

Age

Geographical
Location

Duration of tenuretrack
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Less than a year
1-3
4-6

9
19
14

21.43
45.24
33.33

Less than a year
1-5
6-10
11-15
15+

1
21
13
2
5

2.38
50.00
30.95
4.76
11.90

Yes
No

16
26

38.10
61.90

Clinical
Teaching

24
18

57.14
42.86

Teaching
Research
Both

5
17
20

11.90
40.48
47.62

Teaching Institution
Research Institution

10
31

24.39
75.61

Teaching Institution
Research Institution:
R1
R2

2
40

4.76
95.24

Yes
No

17
23

42.50
57.50

Yes
No

13
29

30.95
69.05

Teaching experience

Prior teaching
experience at
collegiate level

Background

Interested prior to
doctoral program

Career plans

Institution graduated
from

Participation in
buyout

Institution offer
Teaching Certificate

Have a teaching
certificate
Yes
6
14.29
No
36
85.71
*Some participants did not respond to survey question that was not applicable.
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The number of estimated participants contacted was 305. The invitation email to
the Group for Advancement of Doctoral Education in Social Work (GADE) (more will
be discussed about this organization later in the chapter) members requested the survey
be extended to alumni social work junior faculty. This number was configured by the
average of Ph.D. graduates from years 2015-2019 (Council of Social Work Education,
2020; 2019; 2018; 2017). It was anticipated that the expected return responses from the
estimated 305 participants contacted would fall between 20% and 25% (between 70-75
participants).
Instrumentation
Participants were asked to complete demographic questions and a survey. A total
of 17 demographic questions (see Appendix A) regarding, age, gender, race, geographical
location of doctoral degree, range of teaching, and institution preferences (teaching
institution or research institution) pre- and post-graduation from the Ph.D. program in
social work were posed.
The survey instrument used in this study was the Ph.D. Project Survey - Section
D(see Appendix B). The Ph.D. Project Survey is an instrument used to measure critical
reflection or self-evaluation and is a self-diagnostic that provides evidence for
improvement and is able to answer the primary research question pertaining to teaching
preparedness of junior faculty (Schwartz & Walden, 2012). The original Ph.D. Project
Survey was made of six components: teaching, academic scholarship, internal services,
external services, academic climate and perceptions of preparation after completing the
degree (“better prepared”) (Schwartz & Walden, 2012). As the focus for the current study
was on teaching preparedness, only the teaching component (Section D) was used and
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consisted of 20 questions (see Appendix B). The Ph.D. Project Survey - Section D
included a three-point Likert scale to evaluate the respondents’ preparedness. Using
three-point Likert scales, respondents indicated how prepared they were when they began
their first faculty position. Participants responded using 1= not at all to 3 = very much.
The instrument implementation followed replication in design, but extended to
meet the gaps for junior social work faculty who recently graduated with their PhD
(Acquavita & Tice 2015; Austin, 2002; Bledsoe et al., 2010; Dinerman et al., 1999;
McManus, 2007; Nyquist et al., 1999; Petr et al., 2014). In this study I replicated the
research design process of questions gathered by the Ph.D. Project Survey Study. The
instrument consisted of three primary questions pertaining to expectations of the faculty
job to evaluate their preparedness to teach. The three primary survey questions are:
1. I am comfortable and confident in my ability to do this task.
2. I am interested in and looking forward to doing this task.
3. I have been prepared by my program to do this task.
Pilot Study Survey. An email of the pilot survey questions was sent to a
professional in the social work field who was then asked to forward it to 20 social work
doctoral alumni. The social work professional posted the pilot survey link in a Social
Worker social media group to canvass for pilot survey participants with an explanation
describing principle investigator as a "PhD Student" doing a pilot survey for dissertation
and asking for participants to complete survey and give feedback. Participants completed
the survey and gave feedback in at the survey’s comment section regarding their opinion
of the questions asked, survey appearance and length. The survey system generated the
responses for the principle investigator to review (See Figure 3.1). Based on the initial
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pilot survey feedback no modifications of the final survey were needed. The general

agreement for appropriate instrument internal consistency is +.75 or above. Cronbach’s
Alpha reliability for the 15 items (questions from survey) of the pilot survey was +.90
(See Appendix C).
Figure 3.1
Pilot Survey Participant Recruitment
Principal Investigator

Social Worker (Known Peer)

•Emailed Social Worker to ask if they would
send a pilot survey invitation and link to
Social Workers. (No specific
demographics.)

•Posted pilot survey link in Social Worker
social media group to canvass for pilot
survey paricipants with an explanation
describing PI as "PhD Student" doing a pilot
survey for dissertation and asked for
participants to complete survey and give
feedback.

•Received responses from the surveying
system from the completed pilot surveys of
the participants.

Pilot Survey Participants
(Unknown/Unidentified Alumni
Social Work Students)
•Participants completed the pilot survey
and gave feedback within the pilot survey's
comment section.

Validity. Due to the lack of established validity across the literature, the
Principal Investigator conducted a pilot study. To check for face validity, participants
from the pilot survey are asked to judge the items and then give comments on the
questions. Feedback from the pilot survey validated that questions in the final survey did
measure teaching preparedness and no substantial changes are required. The questions in
the final survey were identical to the question in the pilot survey.
Reliability. Reliability testing is determined by running a pilot survey.
Reliability of the instrument is measured using internal consistence reliability as this
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study involves only one version of instrument and was administered once to all
participants. Cronbach’s Alpha (Gliem & Gliem, 2003) was computed to assess whether
the items on the pilot survey formed a reliable scale. Practicality of the instrument is
demonstrated when a pilot study is conducted and the participants are asked for feedback
on the wording and their understanding of the questions asked. Pilot survey participants
were asked to make suggestions on content that they feel is more suitable. In addition, a
review of Schwartz’s and Walden’s (2011, 2012) two studies regarding business school
faculty’s level of preparedness into academia after graduating from their doctoral
program is compared to the findings of the pilot survey to determine reliability of the
PhD Project Survey instrument (Conti, 1985).
Data Collection
Social work alumni are affiliated in various groups of the discipline, however the
Group for Advancement of Doctoral Education (GADE) was used as the primary source
of contact for social workers, as it is the only group for administrators of doctoral
programs. GADE consists of 73 Ph.D. programs in Social Work within the United
States. GADE members (consisting of directors of doctoral social work programs in the
United States of America) were contacted via email (GADE email listing found on their
national website, http://www.gadephd.org/Membership under “U.S. Members,” and
asked to forward a “Participant Email” (see Appendix D) to their alumni who graduated
between the years of 2015-2020. The participant email included a survey introduction,
link to participation consent, and an online Qualtrics (2021) survey link.
If the alumni participants were interested in participating in the research, they
clicked on a link which lead to the electronic consent form (see Appendix E) and then
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directed them to the next step of completing answering demographic questions and the
survey.
As done in previous Ph.D. Project Survey research on teaching preparedness
(Schwartz & Walden, 2012), all participants were presented with the same version of the
questionnaire electronically. The electronic platform for the questionnaire supports
privacy of participation and anonymity for participants (McManus, 2007). There were
three rounds of solicitation for participant participation. The first contact was an email
sent to GADE members asking for distribution of the survey invitation and survey link to
the participant. Next two weeks from the date of initial contact to the GADE members,
two reminder emails, a week apart, were sent to the GADE members asking to send the
survey invitation and survey link once more in order to get a higher level or responses
(See Figure 3.2). To increase participation, GADE members where contacted directly.
The response rate is detailed more in Chapter Four.
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Figure 3.2
Participant Recruitment
Principal Investigator

U.S. GADE Members

•Emailed U.S. GADE members to ask if
they would send a survey invitation
and link to their alumni students who
graduated between the years of
2015-2020

•Emailed the survey invitation and
survey link to the alumni distribution
of students who graduated between
the years of 2015-2020.

•Received responses from the
surveying system from the completed
surveys of the participants.

Participants (Alumni PhD
Students who graduated
between the years of 20152020)
•Participants completed the survey.

All responses collected were transferred to Microsoft Excel software and
subsequently to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software for statistical
analysis.
Plan for Data Analysis
Data analyses for the study began with creation of a data variable table to clearly
defined each variable of interest in relation to the survey question(s). The means of the
demographic information, like age, race, gender, type of institution (research or
teaching), location of institution and teaching background, collected from the survey and
computed in an effort to describe the sample of junior faculty. Descriptive statistics
computed for all items on the instrument, calculated the means and standard deviation for
each variable. The survey provided exclusionary questions of degree attained and current
role, however did not prevent the participant from moving forward in the questioning if
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the participant had a Ph.D. degree. Data collected could reflect participants that do not
hold a tenure-track position, however have successfully graduated from a Ph.D. Program
in Social Work.
Descriptive Statistics of Measured Variables for Teaching Preparedness.
Frequencies and percentages are calculated for the demographic variables that are
measured on a nominal and ordinal scale. Descriptive statistics (i.e. means and standard
deviations) are used to measure the demographic variables. The Principal Investigator
analyzed the means and standard deviations of all responses to the 20 questions. Further
analysis was inputted and computed in the SPSS system. To test for significant
differences between the demographic and respondent groups the Chi-square test was
proposed to be used through SPSS software to examine the differences between the
demographic variables and perception of teaching preparedness. The power analysis
needed for the Chi-square needed to be a minimal of 5 (Shi, et al. 2018). The power
analysis needed a sample size of 50 usable responses to the survey and only 42 usable
responses were collect, therefore a power analysis was not used to analyze the data.
Independent sample t-test statistics ran in SPSS software was proposed to be used to
answer the secondary questions regarding the significance of teaching experience and
certification, impact of teaching preparedness based on type of institution (i.e. research
institution or teaching institution), and the significance of mentorship in relation to
preparedness to teach. The power analysis that was needed for the independent t-test
needed to be a minimal of 50 usable responses and only 42 usable responses were
collected (Uttley, 2019). The t-test was not administered in the data analysis of this study.
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Summary
This chapter reports the methodology that was used for this study. The Ph.D.
Project Survey - Section D designed (Schwartz & Walden, 2012) measures perspectives
of teaching preparedness. The anticipated sample of this research was 305 social work
junior faculty members between the years of 2015 to 2020, who obtained their Ph.D.
degree from a U.S. doctoral social work program and are currently employed as tenured
track faculty. The Ph.D. Project Survey was administered by the Group for the
Advancement of Doctoral Education in Social Work (GADE) to their alumni students.
The Ph.D. Project Survey - Section D consists of 20 questions based around teaching
preparedness of social work junior faculty members. The responses a collected via
Qualtrics (2021) software.
Chapter Four will provide reports on the findings from the responses collected
from Qualtrics (2021). Analysis of this data will assess the extent to which the junior
faculty perceived their preparedness to teach in their doctoral program. The categories of
the demographic characteristics will describe if there is any significance to the
respondents’ perception of teaching preparation. Results from this research will add to
the gap in literature on teaching preparedness for social work education.
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Chapter Four: Data Analysis and Results
Introduction
The aim of this study was to understand perceptions of junior faculty who
graduated from a social work doctoral program readiness to teach and teacher training
during doctoral studies. Additionally, the relationships between preparatory training
activities and overall perceived preparedness of teaching were examined through the use
of a survey instrument with substantive demographical questions. This research was
pursued to demonstrate student perspective in doctoral education around teaching
preparedness and to add more knowledge to the empirical literature based around
doctoral education and teaching preparedness in graduate education.
A quantitative correlation methodology was used to explore the relationships
between the demographic data collected in relation to the junior faculty’s perceived
preparedness to teach. The presentation of all participant responses are displayed by
tables. This chapter summarizes the demographic characteristics of the respondents, the
response rate, and the perceptions of preparedness to teach of the respondent sample.
Response Rate
Questionnaires were initially sent to 77 GADE members via email who were then
asked to forward a “Participant Email” (see Appendix D) to their alumni who graduated
between the years of 2015-2020. The participant email included a survey introduction,
link to participation consent, and an online Qualtrics (2021) survey link. A total of four email addresses, of the initial 77 GADE members, bounced back, thus only 73 GADE
members received the email. Less than five responses were attained. Two weeks
following the initial contact, a reminder email was sent again to the GADE members.
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Again, minimal (less than 5) responses were attained. Reminder email notification was
sent to the GADE email distribution list every two weeks for four weeks, averaging a 1 to
4 response increase every other week. A more direct approach to email distribution was
used, contacting the GADE members individually. Over the span of eight weeks,
reminder emails were sent to ask GADE members to forward to additional parties that
would have alumni student contacts should the GADE member not be the appropriate
person to forward the survey. Response rate of survey completion increased
approximately 40% (compared to the first 8 weeks) during the last 3 weeks of surveying
by directly contacting the GADE member via email. Over nine hundred and seventy-six
“survey invite” emails were sent in a span of 20 weeks. The GADE members were
emailed 10 times (once every two weeks) to recruit participants for this study. To
configure a more accurate response rate due to the email bounce backs, the researcher
reviewed the number of bounce back emails to get a new estimated expected sample size.
As stated previously, four GADE members’ emails bounced back. The researcher
calculated that 77/305 = 3.9 (~4) respondents per GADE member institution; 4
(undeliverables) * 3.9 = 16; 305-16 = 289; 289 is the new relevant sample. Of the 289
estimated junior faculty contacted a total of 55 (19%) respondents started the survey from
the invitation of the GADE members. Out of the 55 respondents there was only 42
respondents that completed the survey for usable data giving a 77% completion response
rate (see Table 4.1).
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Table 4.1
Response Rate
Initial Sample
Contacted -

Non-Deliverable
=

(GADE members)

(~5% of the initial
sample)

77
Initial Sample
-

4
Non-Deliverable
=

(estimated respondent
sample size)

(~5% of the initial
sample)

305

16

Relevant Survey
Useable
Sample
Respondents Reponses
Contacted

Response
Rate

(GADE
Members)

73
Relevant
Sample

55
42
Survey
Useable
Respondents Reponses

77%
Response
Rate

(19% of sample)

289

55

42

77%

Descriptive Statistics for Items Associated with Teaching Role
The primary research question commencing this study is, What level of teaching
preparedness do social work junior faculty perceive they received from their doctoral
programs? Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) were measured for each
of the 20 surveyed tasks related to teaching preparation in the Ph.D. Project Survey. The
respondents reported on their perspectives of if they were prepared by their program to do
these tasks in their junior faculty role (See Appendix F).
There were specific items (numbers 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6) in the survey that asked
respondents about how well they felt they were prepared from their program to complete
tasks in the classroom as a faculty member (See Table 4.2). One survey task was
preparedness to teach lecture courses. Another survey task was preparedness to teach
discussion sections and courses. The next survey task related to teaching preparedness
was teaching specialized graduate courses. The following survey preparedness task was
incorporating information technology in the classroom. The final task was developing
and articulating a teaching philosophy. The mean, standard deviation, variance and
sample size for each task are listed in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2

Survey Item (Teaching specific): “I have been prepared by my program to do this task.” Participant responses, means and standard deviations for each item
# Field

Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Deviation

Variance Count

1 Teach lecture courses.

1.00

3.00

2.07

0.68

0.46

41

1.00

3.00

1.93

0.67

0.45

42

1.00

3.00

1.31

0.56

0.31

42

1.00

3.00

1.78

0.72

0.51

41

1.00

3.00

1.64

0.72

0.52

42

1.00

3.00

2.05

0.75

0.57

42

2
3
4
5
6

Teach discussion
sections and courses.
Teach laboratory
courses.
Teach specialized
graduate courses.
Incorporate information
technology in the
classroom.
Develop and articulate a
teaching philosophy.

Of the six items derived from the task on the survey list, teaching lecture courses
(M=2.07, SD=.68), teaching discussion courses (M=1.93, SD=.67) and teaching
specialized graduate courses (M=1.78, SD=.72) are reported as perceived the highest,
however in the “Somewhat” category of preparedness survey post-graduation. These
tasks’ moderate standard deviations signifies that the data points are close to the means.
The tasks of developing and articulating a teaching philosophy (M=2.05, SD=.75) and
incorporating information technology in the classroom (M=1.64, SD=.72) are tasks
reported to have moderate preparedness in the “somewhat” category. The high to
moderate measured tasks reflect that the respondents perceived that they were moderately
prepared to accomplish those tasks effectively after graduating from their doctoral
program and beginning their new faculty position. The interpretation of this data reflects
that the population of respondents were slightly prepared in their teaching abilities post-
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graduation, and could possibly indicate some struggle in the classroom when onboarding
to become a new faculty member.
Lastly, the teaching laboratory courses (M=1.31, SD=.56) have a low mean and
standard deviation close to the mean, with a low variance of .31. An assumption would
be that lab courses are normally not in the curriculum of social work doctoral program.
Not all participants submitted a response to this task as it may not have been relevant to
their program, specifically the tasks of teaching laboratory and developing a teaching
philosophy.
Supplementary research questions related to the teaching role captured in this
study were, (1) Do social work junior faculty who obtained a teaching certificate have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not? (2) What level of teaching
preparedness is received in research-focused institutions verses teaching focus
institutions? (3) Do social work junior faculty who graduated from an R1 institution have
a higher level of preparedness than those who did not (or from a teaching intensive
institution)? (4) What level of teaching preparedness do social work junior faculty
perceive relies on mentorship?
Teaching Demographics
Teaching Certificates. The demographical questionnaire captured the data (See
Table 4.3) for the supplementary question, “Do social work junior faculty who obtain a
teaching certificate have a higher level of preparedness than those who did not?” Two
survey questions spoke specifically to gathering information of the respondent’s
institution providing a teaching certificate and if the respondent attained a teaching
certificate. Additional survey questions were asked regarding the type of teaching
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background and experience the respondents have. The respondents reported the
following: the majority of their doctoral institutions (69%) of did not offer a university
teaching certificate (M=1.69, SD=.46); the majority of the respondents (86%) did not

have a teaching certificate (M=1.86, SD= .35); half of the respondents (50%) have one to
five years of teaching experience at the collegiate level (M=2.74, SD=1.02); the majority
of the respondents (62%) had teaching experience prior to teaching at the collegiate level
(M=1.62, SD=.49); and majority (57%) of the respondents came from a clinical
background than teaching (M=1.43, SD=.49) (See Table 3.1, 4.3 and Figure 4.1).

Table 4.3
Supplementary Research Question: Do social work junior faculty who obtained a
teaching certificate have a higher level of preparedness than those who did not?–
Participant responses, means and standard deviations for each item.
Question #

Field

Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

16

Do you
have a
university
teaching
certificate?

1.00

2.00

1.86

0.35

0.12

42

1.00

2.00

1.86

0.35

0.12

42

1.00

5.00

2.74

1.02

1.05

42

1.00

2.00

1.62

0.49

0.24

42

17

9

10

Do you have
a university
teaching
certificate?
Range of
teaching
experience
at the
collegiate
level
Do you have
teaching
experience
prior to
teaching at
the
collegiate
level?
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11

Do you have
a clinical or
1.00
teaching
background?

2.00

1.43

0.49

0.24

42

Research Institution verses Teaching Institutions. The institution that the
respondents attended and their perceptions of their preference post-graduation from their
Ph.D. program in Social Work was captured in Table 4.4. The supplemental research
questions that are addressed from this data are, “What level of teaching preparedness is
received in research focused institutions verses teaching focus institutions?” and, “Do
social work junior faculty who graduated from an R1 institution have a higher level of
preparedness than those who did not (or from a teaching intensive institution)?”
The question of what career preference (teacher or researcher) was of interest
prior to entering their doctoral program revealed that almost half the respondents (48%)
were interested in being both a researcher and a teacher. Followed by 41% solely
interested in being a researcher and 12% showing interests in teaching. The mean is at
2.36 and standard deviation at .68. The respondents reported that their career aspirations
post-graduation are to get employed at a R1 institution (76%) with a mean reading at 1.24
(SD=.43). The majority of the respondents (95%) reported that they graduated from a
research institution (M=1.05, SD=.21) (See Table 3.1).
There were specific items (numbers 13, 14 & 15) in the Ph.D. Project SurveySection D that spoke to the respondents’ perceptions of preparation from their program
that concentrated solely on research focused tasks (See Table 4.4 & Figure 4.1). The
relationship with the type of institution attended and what preparation was attained in the
doctoral program that focused on research earned skills showed some significance in the
collected results. The respondents reported the prepared task of conducting research at

61

HARDWRICT, MARISSA, UMSL, 2021
76% (M= 2.76, SD= .43). The prepared task of publishing research findings report the
majority (69%) feeling they were prepared to publish research findings (M=2.64,
SD=.57). Lastly, the perception of being prepared to collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research (50%) was reported by the majority that the respondents felt
prepared to complete this tasks from their program post-graduation (M=2.29, SD=.80)
(See Table 3.1, 4.4 & Figure 4.1). The assumption is there could be significance in the

majority (95%) of the respondents reporting that they attended a research institution and
therefore the training they received was specific to training a researcher (See Table 3.1).
In addition, the percentages reported ranked higher in the “Very Much” category of
preparedness, which could also indicate the relevance in what type of institution they
attended that is proportional to the type of training received (See Figure 4.1).
Table 4.4
Survey Item (Research specific): “I have been prepared by my program to do this task.” Participant responses, means and standard deviations for each item
#

Field

13 Conduct research.
Publish research
findings.
Collaborate with others
15 in interdisciplinary
research.
14

Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Deviation

Variance Count

2.00

3.00

2.76

0.43

0.18

42

1.00

3.00

2.64

0.57

0.32

42

1.00

3.00

2.29

0.80

0.63

42

Mentorship and Instructional Support. The Ph.D. Survey had specific items
(numbers 7-10) in the survey that asked respondents about how well they felt they were
prepared from their program that relates to the mentorship they received (See Table 3.1 &
Figure 4.1). The respondents reported that they predominately felt prepared (40%) in the
“Somewhat” category to create a classroom climate inclusive of a diverse population of
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students and diverse learning styles (M=2.07, SD=.77). Respondents reported that they
were not prepared, in the “not at all” category, to advise undergraduate students (67%)
with a mean of 1.40 (SD=.62), to advise graduate students (52%) with a mean of 1.62
(SD=.72) and not prepared to serve on departmental and institution-wide committees,
help craft policy, and engage in university governance (45%) with a mean of 1.67

(SD=.68). Of the major focal points of this research, the data indicates that mentorship is
the most lacking in preparedness from doctoral education (See Figure 4.1). These
measured variables, mean rating for each task, standard deviation of scores and sample
size appear in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5
Survey Item (Mentorship specific): “I have been prepared by my program to do this
task.” -Participant responses, means and standard deviations for each item
#

Field

Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Deviation

Variance Count

7

Create a classroom
climate inclusive of a
diverse population of
students and diverse
learning styles.

1.00

3.00

2.07

0.77

0.59

42

8

Advise undergraduates.

1.00

3.00

1.40

0.62

0.38

42

1.00

3.00

1.62

0.72

0.52

42

1.00

3.00

1.67

0.68

0.46

42

Advise graduate
students.
Serve on departmental
and institution-wide
10 committees, help craft
policy, and engage in
university governance.
9
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Figure 4.1
Survey Item: “I have been prepared by my program to do this task.” Participant
responses on preparedness

Summary of Findings
This chapter presented the findings from the research study which took a
quantitative approach to understanding and reporting the perceptions of junior faculty in a
reflective depiction of their doctoral level teaching preparation in the discipline of social
work. Computations of descriptive statistics were used to characterize the sample and any
relationships between the variables. The results of the descriptive analyses revealed a
relationship between tasks and preparedness related to research and the institution the
respondent attended. The descriptive analysis revealed a consensus that teaching tasks in
social doctoral programs were viewed as somewhat prepared for collegiate teaching

HARDWRICT, MARISSA, UMSL, 2021

64

which suggests improvements may be needed in this area. Lastly, the descriptive
analysis revealed that mentorship is lacking in doctoral programs of social work and
suggests improvement is much needed in this area.
A discussion of all finding will be presented in Chapter Five. Additionally, the
chapter will report on any categories of the demographic characteristics that show any
significance to the respondents’ perception of teaching preparation. Finally, limitations,
implications and areas for future research will be discussed.
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Chapter Five: Discussion
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine social work junior faculty’s perceptions
of their preparedness for teaching. The focus of this chapter is to present an in-depth
discussion of the findings and to provide a summary of the findings in relation to
empirical literature on teaching preparedness. Limitations of the study and implications
will be discussed. This chapter will conclude with recommendations for future research.
Discussion of Findings in Light of Research Questions and Literature
A review of the literature indicated that new social work faculty need more
training specific to teaching preparation from their doctoral programs (Acquavita et al.,
2015; Belcher et al., 2011; Delcheccolo, 2017; DeNeef, 2001; Dinerman et al., 1999;
Hall, 2007; Hall & Hulse, 2010; Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al., 2002; McGovern
& Zimmerman, 2018; McManus, 2008; Nyquist et al., 1999; Oktay et al., 2013; Reneau,
2011Slevin, 1992; Valentine et al., 1998). Therefore, the primary research question of
this study was to answer, “What level of teaching preparedness do social work junior
faculty perceive they received from their doctoral programs?” The corresponding
hypotheses were:
H1: Social work junior faculty perceive themselves to be prepared to teach
in their first full-time position after completing their PhD program.
H0: Social work junior faculty do not perceive themselves being prepared to teach
in their first full-time position after completing their PhD program.
Supplementary research questions were formulated based of the literature related
to the experiences in graduate education. Nyquist et al. (1999) discuss the experiences of
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graduate students and their individual experiences in graduate school. Popular topics
focused on in this study that influenced teaching preparedness were attaining a teaching
certificate, the types of institutions (research or teaching) where the doctoral programs
are housed and mentorship. The supplementary questions asked were the following:
•

Do social work junior faculty who obtained a teaching certificate have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not?

•

What level of teaching preparedness is received in research focused
institutions versus teaching focus institutions?

•

Do social work junior faculty who graduated from an R1 institution have a
higher level of preparedness than those who did not?

•

What level of teaching preparedness do social work junior faculty perceive
relies on mentorship?

In graduate education, there is a recognized need for graduate students to be trained to
teach in academe that could be achieved by them obtaining a teaching certificate
(Chadha, 2015; Stowell et al., 2015). Petr et al. (2016) work reports on the policies and
processes from an administrator’s perspective in their work and the objectives of an
institution to forecast what administrators deem as successful outcomes for students in
graduate programs. The literature reporting on faculty preparation (Austin, 2002; Knight
& Lagana 1999; Belcher et al., 2011; DeNeef, 2001; Emaliana, 2017; McGovern &
Zimmerman, 2018; Golde & Dore, 2004; Harrington et al., 2014; Reneau, 2011)
demonstrate that teaching and research responsibilities as doctoral program curriculum
provide training opportunities for future faculty. Faculty roles are more teacher-centered
and structured to serve institutional and faculty needs than to ensure preparedness for
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new faculty roles (Austin, 2002; Knight & Lagana 1999; Belcher et al., 2011; DeNeef,
2001; Emaliana, 2017; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018; Golde & Dore, 2004;
Harrington et al., 2014; Reneau, 2011). Gaining insight on what type of institution the
social work participants attended could help determine any relationships between their

perceived level of preparedness. In addition, identifying graduate level students as selfdirected learners helps to promote students to be a reflective thinker and to identify
proper learning strategies for their learning outcomes (Gencel and Saracaloglu, 2018).
Lastly, this study’s literature focused on mentorship as a form of preparedness for
new faculty. Collaborative interactions between faculty mentors and students expand the
quantity and quality of scholarship (McRoy et al., 2012; Walker et al., 2009).

Findings

in relation to the research questions of this study will be discussed in the next section.
Discussions of Descriptive Statics Findings
A quantitative approach was used to determine level of teaching preparedness
social work junior faculty perceive they received from their doctoral programs. The
assumptions were social work junior faculty do not perceive themselves as being
prepared to teach in their first full-time faculty position after completing their PhD
program determined by the lack of literature on teaching preparation in the discipline of
social work. This assumption also was determined by the mass amount of literature
reporting the deficiencies in preparation of faculty in graduate education (Acquavita et
al., 2015; Belcher et al., 2011; Dawson, 1997; Delcheccolo, 2017; DeNeef, 2001;
Dinerman et al., 1999; Hall, 2007; Hall & Hulse, 2010; Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et
al., 2002; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018; McManus, 2008; McNelis et al., 2019;
Meacham, 2002; Nyquist et al., 1999; Oktay et al., 2013; Pruitt-Logan et al., 1998;
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Reneau, 2011; Ryan, 2009; Silverman, 2003; Slevin, 1992; Schwartz & Walden, 2011;
Schwartz & Walden, 2012; Stanton, 2005; Valentine et al., 1998). The results of the
primary question regarding the level of teaching preparedness social work junior faculty
perceive they attain from their doctoral programs indicated that respondents were slightly
prepared in their teaching abilities post-graduation and may have issues onboarding in a
classroom setting as a new faculty member. The highest percentages in reporting of
teaching preparedness post-graduation were in the “Somewhat” category. The
interpretation of this data reflects that the majority of the respondent population were
slightly prepared in their abilities to teach post-graduation.
The data revealed that there is a relationship between the respondents that
received a teaching certificate and their teaching preparedness. The graduates that did
receive a teaching certificate rated more prepared to perform the teaching tasks on the
Ph.D. Project Survey – Section D than the respondents that did not receive a teaching
certificate. Prior teaching experience at the collegiate level also revealed to be a
beneficial skill in the preparation of becoming faculty. These respondents reported being
very comfortable with the tasks associated with teaching. Other characteristics related to
this topic are the question of background experience, clinical or teaching. The
respondents ranked more experience in clinical background than teaching.
The data analyzed on the level of teaching preparedness received in researchfocused institutions versus teaching-focus institutions coincided with the literature. The
findings in this study revealed research institutions are not heavily focused on instruction,
but more on preparational tasks as a researcher. The results from the demographic survey
reports that 95% of the participants in the sample graduated from a research institution.
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This could be proportional to why the level of teaching preparedness was ranked higher
in the “somewhat” category of the Ph.D. Project Survey – Section D. The majority of the
respondents reported their interest in both teaching and research as a part of their career
plans. This suggests there might be a demand for an increase in instructional curriculum
within social work doctoral programs. These results also imply that research institution
doctoral programs in social work are moderately training and preparing their students to
teach at the collegiate level.
Results from the mentorship portion of the survey indicated that respondents were
not prepared to advise students, to serve on departmental and institution-wide
committees, help craft policy, and engage in university governance. These items were
tied to mentorship as a category of professional development that could be provided by
the faculty mentor (Meacham, 2002). All mentor tasks rated high percentages in the “not
at all” prepared category of the survey. Of the major focal points of this study,
mentorship rates at the most lacking in preparedness from social work doctoral education
(See Figure 4.1). There is no premise or justification to show any significant relationship
between mentorship and type of institution, or geographical region or any other
demographical information gathered in this study. However, it is very evident from the
findings that mentorship in social work doctoral education needs improvement.
Other Demographic Respondent Characteristics. Additional demographic
characteristics were collected in this study to examine if there was any significance in the
groups and their preparedness to teach. The majority of the respondents (52%) were
between the age of 30-39 years of age (M=2.6, SD=.79) female (M=1.76, SD=.43) and
Caucasian (63%) (M=1.98, SD=1.60). The majority of the respondent population (40%)
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reported that the geographical location of their doctoral program was in the Midwest
(M=2.38, SD=.97) (See Appendix F). The additional demographic data reported was to
determine whether there were any significant relationships between variables. The
majority of participants from this study were Caucasian women completing their doctoral
program in Social Work in the Midwest that were between 30 and 39 years old. The
results from this additional data could prompt future research on the additional variables
and their relationship to teaching preparedness.
Limitations of Study
The major limitation of this study was the small sample size (42 participants).
Communications for attaining the data was through a third party, by an initial 77 Group
for Advancement of Doctoral Education in Social Work (GADE) members
communicating directly with alumni who graduated between 2015 and 2020. The
expected data analysis design to measure the data was the Chi-square test and
independent sample t-test to measure for significant differences between the demographic
and respondent groups and to examine the differences between the demographic variables
and perception of teaching preparedness. A power analysis was not used in this study, as
50 responses were need to run the analysis and only 42 responses were collected.
Another limitation with using a quantitative, anonymous surveying approach.
Once the survey left for dissemination, due to the indirect contact with participants,
tracking of who received the survey is unknown.
Next, after gathering the survey responses, it was identified that the time frame of
graduation from the respondents’ doctoral program was not asked in the survey. As a
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result, respondents could possibly be outside the ranges of graduating between 2015-2020
(which was the target sample years).
Implications
The aim of this research was to achieve understanding of social work junior
faculty’s perceptions of their level of teaching preparedness. This research increases the
significance and awareness of teaching readiness and promotes the need to generate more
literature on the topic of teaching preparedness. Teaching facilitates personal growth and
development that impact the professional, social and political aspects of learners
(Galbraith, 2004). Trending research in Social Work Education (Belcher et al., 2011;
Dinerman et al., 1999; Heimlich & Norland, 2002; Knight & Lagana, 1999; Kropf et al.,
2002; Tirrito & Ginsberg, 2001; Valentine et al., 1998) reveals that there is a call for
academia to provide a stronger training approach for doctoral programs to prepare their
students to teach. A significant contribution of this study was to be able to compare the
data and feedback in previous studies decades ago (Dinerman et al, 1999; Reneau, 2011).
Literature pertaining to adult education could contribute to the training of graduate
students entering doctoral programs with multilevel of experiences and backgrounds
(Galbraith, 2004; Hemimlich & Norland, 2002).
Among this sample the results from this study indicated that social work doctoral
programs in research institutions are mildly preparing students for teaching at the
collegiate level. Although the respondents gave feedback that they were moderately
aware of how to complete instructional tasks in a classroom setting, there could be room
for improvement. In the literature, Boone’s (1985) could promote the development of
teacher preparation in the classroom by implementing his models for planning, design
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and evaluation programs. In the Ph.D. Project Survey – Section D, participants were
asked if they initially were interested in having teaching and research opportunities in
their doctoral programs. Findings from this study indicate there is interest from the
student population to get training in both teaching-centered and research-centered skills
while in their doctoral program. Evidence in the literature support these findings,
suggesting the need to increase instructional training in graduate education (Austin, 2002;
Belcher et al., 2011; DeNeef, 2001; Emaliana, 2017; Golde & Dore, 2004; Harrington et
al., 2014; Knight & Lagana 1999; McGovern & Zimmerman, 2018; Reneau, 2011). To
promote these changes, administrators in doctoral programs in social work should make
further efforts to increase more teacher training in their programs to include theory based
instructional learning courses in the program’s curriculum.
Recommendations for mentorship improvement in doctoral programs is to
provide more structured mentor-mentee learning experiences; train doctoral students in
teaching through mentorship; provide information about advising and curriculum
development to increase the level of teaching preparedness for new faculty members
(Gaff, 2002).
Future Research
Future research could focus on more mixed method studies to gain a better
description and explanation of the participants’ perspectives. Focus groups, compiled of
both students’ and doctoral program administrators’ perspective in one setting would be a
very insightful addition to add to the literature of teaching preparation. In addition,
adding research outcomes of early career faculty members in other disciplines to gather
best practices in teaching and share across disciplines with doctoral program
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administrators. These best practices could highlight teaching skills, styles, effectiveness
and strategies. Other research could focus more on mentorship as a form of teaching
preparation and discern those findings that could be relevant to improvement of teaching
preparation of faculty. Further research pertaining to mentorship in social work doctoral
education is warranted.
Demographic characteristics were collected for to assess if there are any
significant characteristics that may influence teaching preparedness. A review and a
statistical description of the data results were addressed in this study, however there is no
reporting if there were any significant relationships that exists between teaching
preparedness and demographics, like, gender, race, and age. Future research could focus
on surveying more detailed demographic questions and determine whether there is any
significance to teaching readiness.
Conclusions
This study sought to lessen the research gap between doctoral studies in social
work and teaching preparedness. The motivation behind this research was to expand
knowledge of graduate education, social work curriculum, faculty mentorship, and
teaching-centric practices and gain student perspectives of teaching preparedness in
doctoral education. This research gathered perspectives of the effectiveness of junior
faculty’s learning experiences after they have begun their careers as new faculty in
academia. The study was limited by a low respondent rate, however captured some
insightful findings which indicate the need for further investigation into early academic
careers.
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Under the premises that social work doctoral programs objectives are to produce
the best scholars in their respected fields of research (Dinerman et al, 1999; Petr et al.,
2014; Valentine et al., 1998), findings from the study were imperative to contribute
knowledge of students perspectives to doctoral social work program stakeholders. The
results from this study indicated that junior faculty felt somewhat prepared to teach from
their doctoral programs. Other findings indicated that there is an interest from students to
have more teacher-training in their doctoral programs. Another finding indicated that
mentorship is lacking in social work doctoral programs. Further research related to
teaching preparation and mentorship in social doctoral programs is advised.
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Appendix A

INSTRUCTIONS:

Hello. I am conducting a research study that examines your perspectives of instruction
and what factors of teaching preparation in social work doctoral programs contribute to
your scholarly productivity as professors in social work. Your participation in the study
is completely voluntary. I am hoping you can help me by completing this very brief
questionnaire which consists of multiple choice and Likert scale responses. It should take
no more than 10-15 minutes.
Your responses are anonymous and will not be identified with you in any way. You must
be at least 18 years old to participate.
Thanks for your help!!

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS (added to the survey):

1. Do you have a Ph.D. or a DSW? (Exclusionary question)
2. Are you currently a post-doctoral fellow? (Exclusionary question)
3. Are you currently in a tenure-track position? (Exclusionary question)
4. How long have you been in a tenured-track position?
5. Age (Range; i.e. 25-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 or older)
6. Gender:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Male
Female
Transgender Female
Transgender Male
Gender Variant/Non-Conforming
Not listed (fill in)
Prefer Not to Answer
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7. Race
Key grid:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

White/Caucasian
African American/Black - A person having origins in any of the black
racial groups of Africa. Terms such as "Haitian" can be used in addition to "Black or
African American."
American Indian/Alaskan Native - A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of North and South America (including Central America), and who
maintains tribal affiliation or community attachment.
Asian - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast
Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia, China, India,
Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand and Vietnam.
Asian American - Americans of Asian ancestry
Hispanic/Latino - A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or
Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. The term,
"Spanish origin," can be used in addition to "Hispanic or Latino."
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.
International
Biracial (two or more races)
Prefer not to answer

8. Geographical location where you obtained your doctoral degree (i.e. Northeast,
South, Midwest, Western regions; Examples schools will be disclosed to
demonstrate region locations)
9.

Range of teaching experience at the collegiate level (Range; i.e. Less than a year,
1-5, 6-10, 11-15, 15+)

10. Did you have teaching experience prior to teaching at the collegiate level?
11. Do you have a clinical or teaching background?
12. Before you entered your doctoral program where you interested in teaching or
being a researcher or both?
13. After you graduated from your doctoral program did you plan on being employed
in a teaching or research institution?
Classification of Research Institutions:

Classification of Teaching Institutions:

Includes institutions that awarded at least 20 research/scholarship
doctoral degrees during the update year and also institutions with
below 20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees that awarded at least
30 professional practice doctoral degrees in at least 2 programs.
Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges.

Teaching Institution is a university or college
whose culture places primary importance on
education as a transformative experience for
learners and instructors (O’Keefe et al., 2015).

The first two categories include only institutions that awarded at least
20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees and had at least $5 million in
total research expenditures (as reported through the National Science
Foundation (NSF) Higher Education Research and Development
Survey (HERD)).
R1: Doctoral Universities – Very high research activity
R2: Doctoral Universities – High research activity
D/PU: Doctoral/Professional Universities

O’Keefe, R.D., Hamer, L.O., and Kemp, P.R.
(2015). Characteristics of a “teaching
institution”: Administrative objectives,
actions, activities, and assessment. Journal of
Academic Administration in Higher
Education,11(2), 69-78.
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The Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education ®.
(2021) Carnegie Classifications - Basic Classification,
www.
carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/classification_descriptions/basic.php.

14. Did you graduate from a research or a teaching institution?
• If from a research institution, was it R1, R2 or R3?
*Carnegie Classification R1 listings:
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/srp.php?clq=%7B%22basic2005_ids%22%3A%2215%22%7Dandstart_page=
standard.php

*Carnegie Classification R2 listings:
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/srp.php?clq=%7B%22basic2005_ids%22%3A%2216%22%7Dandstart_page=
standard.php

15. Since you have been in your tenure-track position, have you participated in a
buyout?
16. Did your doctoral institution offer a university teaching certificate?
17. Do you have a university teaching certificate?
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Appendix B

Ph.D. Project Survey – Section D
PhD Project: EXPECTATIONS OF THE FACULTY JOB

In this section we want to learn about your interest in various aspects of a faculty job and the preparation you believe you are
receiving for that job.
Faculty members do many different tasks. As you look forward to these tasks, to what extent would you say:
1 . I am comfortable and confident in my ability to do this task. Select your answer in the first column.
2 . I am interested in and looking forward to doing this task. Select your answer in the second column.
3 . I have been prepared by my program to do this task. Select your answer in the third column.
D9 CONFIDENT

Task of faculty job:

Not at
all

D10 INTERESTED

Some
what

Very
Much

Not at
all

D11 PREPARED

Some
what

Very
Much

Not at
all

Some
what

Very
Much

a. Teach lecture courses.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

b. Teach discussion sections and courses.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

c. Teach laboratory courses.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

d. Teach specialized graduate courses.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

e. Incorporate information technology in the classroom.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

f. Develop and articulate a teaching philosophy.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3
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g. Create a classroom climate inclusive of a diverse population of students and diverse learning
styles.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

h. Advise undergraduates.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

i. Advise graduate students.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

j. Serve on departmental and institution-wide committees, help craft policy, and engage in
university governance.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

k. Apply my expertise in service to the community beyond campus.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

l. Review papers, serve on disciplinary society committees, and engage in other forms of service
to my profession.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

m. Conduct research.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

n. Publish research findings.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3

o. Collaborate with others in interdisciplinary research.

1

2

3

1

2

3

1

2

3
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Appendix C
Pilot Study - Raw Data - Cronbach's Alpha

ITEMS
20_1

RESPONDENTS
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

20_2
20_3
20_4
20_5
20_6
20_7
20_8
20_9
20_10
20_11
20_12
20_13
20_14
20_15
TOTAL
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
45
3
2
3
2
2
3
3
2
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
40
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
45
2
2
2
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
2
3
3
3
3
29
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
45
3
3
1
3
3
3
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
41
3
3
2
3
3
3
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
42
2
2
2
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
2
3
3
3
2
34
2
2
1
2
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
2
3
3
2
28
2
1
1
2
1
2
2
1
2
1
3
3
3
3
3
30
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
30
3
3
2
3
2
3
3
1
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
41
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
1
2
2
1
2
3
3
2
36
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
35
2
2
2
3
1
3
2
1
2
1
2
3
3
3
3
33
3
3
2
2
2
3
3
1
2
3
2
3
3
3
3
38
0.2625 0.395833 0.516667
0.2625 0.695833 0.395833 0.266667
0.6625 0.395833 0.695833 0.529167
0.1625
0.0625
0.0625
0.2 5.566667
35.46667
k
s^2
sum S^2
item
Cronbach's
Alpha

15
35.46667
5.566667
0.903263
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Appendix D
Participant’s Email

Hello,
My name is Marissa Hardwrict, a doctoral candidate at the University of Missouri in St. Louis. I
am conducting research to examine what factors of teaching preparation in social work doctoral
programs contribute to students’ scholarly productivity in their early careers as professors in social
work. I would like for you to forward this email and survey to your social work alumni who
graduated between 2015-2020.

Dear Social Work Alumni,
You are cordially invited to participate in my research study examines your perspectives of
instruction and what factors of teaching preparation in social work doctoral programs contribute
to your scholarly productivity as professors in social work. Your participation in the study is
completely voluntary and anonymous (i.e. all participant’s identity will not be revealed).
The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes only and may be shared with
University of Missouri-St. Louis representatives. In rare instances, a researcher's study must
undergo an audit or program evaluation by an oversight agency (such as the Office for Human
Research Protection). That agency would be required to maintain the confidentiality of the data
collected in this study. All data will be stored in a password protected electronic format.
If you have any questions about the research study, please contact me, Marissa Hardwrict at
mbhd7a@mail.umsl.edu (PI), or my advisor, Dr. Paulette Isaac-Savage @ EPIsaac@umsl.edu or
(314) 516-5303.

To begin the survey please click here:
< QUALTRICS LINK FOR “CONSENT FORM”, if “Accepted” it will proceed to survey
questions; If “Declined” a ‘Thank you for your time and response’ notification and exit
survey >
Thank you!
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Appendix E

CONSENT FORM

College of Education

Education Sciences and
Professional Programs
University of Missouri-St. Louis
1 University Boulevard
St. Louis, MO 63121-4400
Phone: 314-516-5303

Consent

Fax: 314-516-5227

The purpose of this research project is to understand new faculty perceptions of readiness to teach and their
participation in teaching training activities during doctoral studies. This research project is being conducted by Marissa
Hardwrict who is a current PhD student at the University of Missouri-St. Louis under the supervision of Dr. E. Paulette
Isaac-Savage. You are invited to participate in this research project because you have successfully completed your
doctoral program in Social Work.
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. If you decide to
participate in this research, you may withdraw at any time. If you decide not to participate in this study or if you
withdrawal from participating at any time, you will not be penalized.
The procedure involves filling out an online survey that will take approximately 15-20 minutes. Survey
responses will be anonymous. Approximately 305 subjects may be involved in this research. There are minimal risks
to participating including loss of time or boredom. There are no direct benefits from participating.
The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes only and may be shared with University of
Missouri-St. Louis representatives. In rare instances, a researcher's study must undergo an audit or program evaluation
by an oversight agency (such as the Office for Human Research Protection). That agency would be required to maintain
the confidentiality of your data. All data is stored in a password protected electronic format. To help protect your
confidentiality, the surveys will not contain information that will personally identify you. If you have any questions about
the research study, please contact Marissa Hardwrict at mbhd7a@mail.umsl.edu (PI), Dr. Paulette Isaac-Savage
(Supervising Faculty) @ EPIsaac@umsl.edu or (314) 516-5303. This research has been reviewed according to
University of Missouri-St. Louis IRB procedures for research involving human subjects. Please contact the Office of
Research if you have concerns regarding your rights as a research participant at (314) 516-5897.
ELECTRONIC CONSENT: Please select your choice below.
Clicking on the Agree button below indicates that:
•

You have read the above information
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•
•
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You voluntarily agree to participate
You are at least 18 years of age

If you do not wish to participate in the research study, please decline participation by clicking on the Disagree button
below. Thank you very much for your consideration of this research study.
o
o

Agree (will route to remainder of survey)
Disagree (will route to a thank you screen)
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Appendix F

Participant Responses to Preparedness Survey Questions

Survey Item: “I have been prepared by my program to do this task.” -Participant responses,
means and standard deviations for each item
#

Field Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1

Teach lecture courses.

1.00

3.00

2.38

0.75

0.57

42

2

Teach discussion sections and
courses.

1.00

3.00

2.61

0.62

0.38

41

3

Teach laboratory courses.

1.00

3.00

1.64

0.68

0.47

42

1.00

3.00

2.48

0.66

0.44

42

1.00

3.00

2.31

0.64

0.40

42

1.00

3.00

2.15

0.78

0.61

41

1.00

3.00

2.79

0.51

0.26

42

4
5
6

7

Teach specialized graduate
courses.
Incorporate information
technology in the classroom.
Develop and articulate a
teaching philosophy.
Create a classroom climate
inclusive of a diverse
population of students and
diverse learning styles.

8

Advise undergraduates.

1.00

3.00

2.14

0.74

0.55

42

9

Advise graduate students.

1.00

3.00

2.38

0.72

0.52

42

1.00

3.00

2.26

0.66

0.43

42

1.00

3.00

2.76

0.48

0.23

42

1.00

3.00

2.40

0.54

0.29

42

Serve on departmental and
institution-wide committees,
10
help craft policy, and engage in
university governance.
Apply my expertise in service
11
to the community beyond
campus.
Review papers, serve on
disciplinary society committees,
12
and engage in other forms of
service to my profession.
13

Conduct research.

1.00

3.00

2.74

0.62

0.38

42

14

Publish research findings.

1.00

3.00

2.69

0.64

0.40

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

1.00

3.00

2.83

0.49

0.24

41

*Some respondents did not respond to survey question that was not applicable.
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Appendix G

IRB Approval Notification Letter
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Appendix H

Data Analysis Table - Results

Data Report
Ph.D. Project Survey - Section D
1 - Do you have a Ph.D. or a DSW?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Do you have a Ph.D. or a
DSW?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.07

0.26

0.07

54

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Ph.D.

92.59%

50

2

DSW

7.41%

4

Total

100%

54
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2 - Are you currently a post-doctoral fellow?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Are you currently a postdoctoral fellow?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.94

0.24

0.06

50

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

6.00%

3

2

No

94.00%

47

Total

100%

50
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3 - Are you currently in a tenure-track position?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Are you currently in a tenuretrack position?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.24

0.43

0.18

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

76.19%

32

2

No

23.81%

10

Total

100%

42
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4 - How long have you been in a tenure-track position?

#
1

#

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
How long have you been in a
tenure-track position?

10.00

12.00

11.12

Std
Variance Count
Deviation
0.73

0.53

42

Answer

%

Count

10

Less than a year

21.43%

9

11

1-3

45.24%

19

12

4-6

33.33%

14

Total

100%

42
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5 - Age (range)

#

Field

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std Deviation

Variance

Count

1

Age (range)

1.00

5.00

2.57

0.79

0.63

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

25-29

2.38%

1

2

30-39

52.38%

22

3

40-49

33.33%

14

4

50-59

9.52%

4

5

60 or older

2.38%

1

Total

100%

42
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6 - Gender:

#

Field

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std Deviation

Variance

Count

1

Gender: - Selected Choice

1.00

2.00

1.76

0.43

0.18

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

* Male

23.81%

10

2

* Female

76.19%

32

3

* Transgender Female

0.00%

0

4

* Transgender Male

0.00%

0
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5

* Gender Variant/Non-Conforming

0.00%

0

6

* Prefer Not to Answer

0.00%

0

7

* Not listed (fill in)

0.00%

0

Total

100%

42

6_7_TEXT - * Not listed (fill in)
* Not listed (fill in) - Text
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7 - Race Key grid:

#

Field

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std Deviation

Variance

Count

1

Race Key grid:

1.00

6.00

1.98

1.60

2.57

40
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#

Answer

1

* White/Caucasian 62.50%

2

3

4
5
6
7

% Count

* African American/Black - A person having origins in any of the black racial
groups of Africa. Terms such as "Haitian" can be used in addition to "Black or 17.50%
African American."
* American Indian/Alaskan Native - A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of North and South America (including Central America), and
0.00%
who maintains tribal affiliation or community attachment.
* Asian - A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia, or the Indian subcontinent including, for example, Cambodia,
7.50%
China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the Philippine Islands, Thailand
and Vietnam.
Asian American - Americans of Asian ancestry
* Hispanic/Latino - A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central
American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race. The term,
"Spanish origin," can be used in addition to "Hispanic or Latino."
* Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - A person having origins in any of the
original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands.

25
7

0

3

5.00%

2

7.50%

3

0.00%

0

8

* International

0.00%

0

9

* Biracial (two or more races)

0.00%

0

Total

100%

40
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8 - Geographical location of doctoral degree

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Geographical location of
doctoral degree

1.00

4.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

2.38

0.97

0.95

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Northeastern (i.e. University of Pittsburgh)

19.05%

8

2

Midwest (i.e. Washington University in St. Louis)

40.48%

17

3

South (i.e. University of Texas - Arlington)

23.81%

10

4

West (i.e. University of California - Los Angeles)

16.67%

7

Total

100%

42
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9 - Range of teaching experience at the collegiate level

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Range of teaching experience at
the collegiate level

1.00

5.00

2.74

Std
Variance Count
Deviation
1.02

1.05

42

9

Answer

%

Count

1

Less than a year

2.38%

1

2

1-5 years

50.00%

21

3

6-10 years

30.95%

13

4

11-15 years

4.76%

2

5

15+ years

11.90%

5

Total

100%

42
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10 - Do you have teaching experience prior to teaching at the collegiate level?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Do you have teaching
experience prior to teaching at
the collegiate level?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.62

0.49

0.24

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

38.10%

16

2

No

61.90%

26

Total

100%

42
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11 - Do you have a clinical or teaching background?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Do you have a clinical or
teaching background?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.43

0.49

0.24

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

57.14%

24

2

No

42.86%

18

Total

100%

42
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12 - Before you entered your doctoral program where you interested in
teaching or being a researcher or both?

#

1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Before you entered your doctoral
program where you interested in
teaching or being a researcher or
both?

1.00

3.00

2.36

Std
Variance Count
Deviation
0.68

0.47

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Interested in teaching

11.90%

5

2

Interested in research

40.48%

17

3

Interested in both

47.62%

20

Total

100%

42
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13 - After you graduated from your doctoral program did you plan on being
employed in a teaching or research institution? Classification of Research
Institutions: Includes institutions that awarded at least 20
research/scholarship doctoral degrees during the update year and also
institutions with below 20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees that awarded
at least 30 professional practice doctoral degrees in at least 2 programs.
Excludes Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges. The first two
categories include only institutions that awarded at least 20
research/scholarship doctoral degrees and had at least $5 million in total
research expenditures (as reported through the National Science Foundation
(NSF) Higher Education Research and Development Survey (HERD)). R1:
Doctoral Universities – Very high research activity R2: Doctoral Universities
– High research activity D/PU: Doctoral/Professional Universities The
Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education ®. (2021) Carnegie
Classifications - Basic Classification,
www.carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/classification_descriptions/basic.php.
Classification of Teaching Institutions: Teaching Institution is a university
or college whose culture places primary importance on education as a
transformative experience for learners and instructors (O’Keefe et al., 2015).
O’Keefe, R.D., Hamer, L.O., and Kemp, P.R. (2015). Characteristics of a
“teaching institution”: Administrative objectives, actions, activities, and
assessment. Journal of Academic Administration in Higher Education,11(2),
69-78.
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Field

Minim
um

Maxi
mum

Me
an

Std
Deviat
ion

After you graduated from your doctoral program
did you plan on being employed in a teaching or
research institution? Classification of Research
Institutions: Includes institutions that awarded
at least 20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees
during the update year and also institutions with
below 20 research/scholarship doctoral degrees
that awarded at least 30 professional practice
doctoral degrees in at least 2 programs. Excludes
Special Focus Institutions and Tribal Colleges.
The first two categories include only institutions
that awarded at least 20 research/scholarship
doctoral degrees and had at least $5 million in
total research expenditures (as reported through
the National Science Foundation (NSF) Higher
Education Research andamp; Development
Survey (HERD)). R1: Doctoral Universities –
1
Very high research activity R2: Doctoral
Universities – High research activity D/PU:
Doctoral/Professional Universities The
Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher
Education ®. (2021) Carnegie Classifications Basic Classification,
www.carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/classification_
descriptions/basic.php.
Classification of
Teaching Institutions: Teaching Institution is a
university or college whose culture places primary
importance on education as a transformative
experience for learners and instructors (O’Keefe
et al., 2015). O’Keefe, R.D., Hamer, L.O.,
andamp; Kemp, P.R. (2015). Characteristics of a
“teaching institution”: Administrative objectives,
actions, activities, and assessment. Journal of
Academic Administration in Higher
Education,11(2), 69-78.

1.00

2.00

1.2
4

0.43

#

Varia Cou
nce
nt

0.18

41

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Research Institution

75.61%

31

2

Teaching Institution

24.39%

10

Total

100%

41
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14 - Did you graduate from a research or a teaching institution? * If from a
research institution, was it R1, R2, or R3? *Carnegie Classification R1
listings:
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/srp.php?clq=%7B%22basic2005
_ids%22%3A%2215%22%7Dandstart_page=standard.php *Carnegie
Classification R2 listings:
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/srp.php?clq=%7B%22basic2005
_ids%22%3A%2216%22%7Dandstart_page=standard.php

#

Field

Did you graduate from a research or a teaching institution? * If
from a research institution, was it R1, R2, or R3? *Carnegie
Classification R1 listings:
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/srp.php?clq=%7B
1 %22basic2005_ids%22%3A%2215%22%7Dandamp;start_pag
e=standard.php *Carnegie Classification R2 listings:
https://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/lookup/srp.php?clq=%7B
%22basic2005_ids%22%3A%2216%22%7Dandamp;start_pag
e=standard.php - Selected Choice

Min Max
imu imu
m
m

M
ea
n

Std
Dev
iati
on

Var
ian
ce

C
ou
nt

1.00

1.
05

0.21

0.0
5

42

2.00

126

HARDWRICT, MARISSA, UMSL, 2021

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Research Institution

95.24%

40

2

Teaching Institution

4.76%

2

Total

100%

42

14_1_TEXT - Research Institution
Research Institution – Text
R1
R1
R1
R1
R1
R1
R1
R2
R2
R1
R1
R1
R1
R1
R2
R1
R2
R1
R1
R1

HARDWRICT, MARISSA, UMSL, 2021
R1
R1
R1
R1
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15 - Since you have been in your tenure-track position, did you participate in
a buyout?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Since you have been in your
tenure-track position, did you
participate in a buyout?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.57

0.49

0.24

40

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

42.50%

17

2

No

57.50%

23

Total

100%

40

129

HARDWRICT, MARISSA, UMSL, 2021

16 - Did your doctoral institution offer a university teaching certificate?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Did your doctoral institution
offer a university teaching
certificate?

1.00

2.00

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1.69

0.46

0.21

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

30.95%

13

2

No

69.05%

29

Total

100%

42
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17 - Do you have a university teaching certificate?

#
1

Field Minimum Maximum Mean
Do you have a university
teaching certificate?

1.00

2.00

1.86

Std
Variance Count
Deviation
0.35

0.12

42

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Yes

14.29%

6

2

No

85.71%

36

Total

100%

42
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18 - I am comfortable and confident in my ability to do this task:

#

Field Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1

Teach lecture courses.

1.00

3.00

2.69

0.60

0.36

42

2

Teach discussion sections and
courses.

2.00

3.00

2.81

0.39

0.15

42

3

Teach laboratory courses.

1.00

3.00

1.88

0.76

0.58

42
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4
5
6

7

Teach specialized graduate
courses.
Incorporate information
technology in the classroom.
Develop and articulate a
teaching philosophy.
Create a classroom climate
inclusive of a diverse
population of students and
diverse learning styles.

1.00

3.00

2.52

0.63

0.39

42

2.00

3.00

2.52

0.50

0.25

42

1.00

3.00

2.55

0.62

0.39

42

1.00

3.00

2.64

0.53

0.28

42

8

Advise undergraduates.

1.00

3.00

2.26

0.69

0.48

42

9

Advise graduate students.

1.00

3.00

2.55

0.62

0.39

42

1.00

3.00

2.40

0.58

0.34

42

2.00

3.00

2.64

0.48

0.23

42

1.00

3.00

2.71

0.50

0.25

42

10

11

12

Serve on departmental and
institution-wide committees,
help craft policy, and engage in
university governance.
Apply my expertise in service
to the community beyond
campus.
Review papers, serve on
disciplinary society committees,
and engage in other forms of
service to my profession.

13

Conduct research.

2.00

3.00

2.80

0.40

0.16

41

14

Publish research findings.

1.00

3.00

2.71

0.59

0.35

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

1.00

3.00

2.83

0.43

0.19

42

#

Question

Not at
all

1

Teach lecture courses.

7.14%

3

16.67%

7

76.19% 32

42

2

Teach discussion sections and courses.

0.00%

0

19.05%

8

80.95% 34

42

3

Teach laboratory courses.

40.48% 17

23.81% 10

42

4

Teach specialized graduate courses.

5
6

Incorporate information technology in
the classroom.
Develop and articulate a teaching
philosophy.

Very
much

Somewhat

35.71% 15

Total

7.14%

3

33.33% 14

59.52% 25

42

0.00%

0

47.62% 20

52.38% 22

42

7.14%

3

30.95% 13

61.90% 26

42
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7

Create a classroom climate inclusive of a
diverse population of students and
diverse learning styles.

2.38%

1

30.95% 13

66.67% 28

42

8

Advise undergraduates.

14.29%

6

45.24% 19

40.48% 17

42

9

Advise graduate students.

7.14%

3

30.95% 13

61.90% 26

42

4.76%

2

50.00% 21

45.24% 19

42

0.00%

0

35.71% 15

64.29% 27

42

2.38%

1

23.81% 10

73.81% 31

42

10
11
12

Serve on departmental and institutionwide committees, help craft policy, and
engage in university governance.
Apply my expertise in service to the
community beyond campus.
Review papers, serve on disciplinary
society committees, and engage in other
forms of service to my profession.

13

Conduct research.

0.00%

0

19.51%

8

80.49% 33

41

14

Publish research findings.

7.14%

3

14.29%

6

78.57% 33

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

2.38%

1

11.90%

5

85.71% 36

42
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19 - I am interested in and looking forward to doing this task:

#

Field Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1

Teach lecture courses.

1.00

3.00

2.38

0.75

0.57

42

2

Teach discussion sections and
courses.

1.00

3.00

2.61

0.62

0.38

41

3

Teach laboratory courses.

1.00

3.00

1.64

0.68

0.47

42
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4
5
6

7

Teach specialized graduate
courses.
Incorporate information
technology in the classroom.
Develop and articulate a
teaching philosophy.
Create a classroom climate
inclusive of a diverse
population of students and
diverse learning styles.

1.00

3.00

2.48

0.66

0.44

42

1.00

3.00

2.31

0.64

0.40

42

1.00

3.00

2.15

0.78

0.61

41

1.00

3.00

2.79

0.51

0.26

42

8

Advise undergraduates.

1.00

3.00

2.14

0.74

0.55

42

9

Advise graduate students.

1.00

3.00

2.38

0.72

0.52

42

1.00

3.00

2.26

0.66

0.43

42

1.00

3.00

2.76

0.48

0.23

42

1.00

3.00

2.40

0.54

0.29

42

10

11

12

Serve on departmental and
institution-wide committees,
help craft policy, and engage in
university governance.
Apply my expertise in service
to the community beyond
campus.
Review papers, serve on
disciplinary society committees,
and engage in other forms of
service to my profession.

13

Conduct research.

1.00

3.00

2.74

0.62

0.38

42

14

Publish research findings.

1.00

3.00

2.69

0.64

0.40

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

1.00

3.00

2.83

0.49

0.24

41

#

Question

Not at
all

1

Teach lecture courses.

16.67%

7

28.57% 12

54.76% 23

42

2

Teach discussion sections and courses.

7.32%

3

24.39% 10

68.29% 28

41

3

Teach laboratory courses.

47.62% 20

40.48% 17

11.90%

5

42

4

Teach specialized graduate courses.

5
6

Incorporate information technology in
the classroom.
Develop and articulate a teaching
philosophy.

Somewhat

Very
much

Total

9.52%

4

33.33% 14

57.14% 24

42

9.52%

4

50.00% 21

40.48% 17

42

24.39% 10

36.59% 15

39.02% 16

41
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7

Create a classroom climate inclusive of a
diverse population of students and
diverse learning styles.

4.76%

2

11.90%

5

83.33% 35

42

8

Advise undergraduates.

21.43%

9

42.86% 18

35.71% 15

42

9

Advise graduate students.

14.29%

6

33.33% 14

52.38% 22

42

11.90%

5

50.00% 21

38.10% 16

42

2.38%

1

19.05%

8

78.57% 33

42

2.38%

1

54.76% 23

42.86% 18

42

10
11
12

Serve on departmental and institutionwide committees, help craft policy, and
engage in university governance.
Apply my expertise in service to the
community beyond campus.
Review papers, serve on disciplinary
society committees, and engage in other
forms of service to my profession.

13

Conduct research.

9.52%

4

7.14%

3

83.33% 35

42

14

Publish research findings.

9.52%

4

11.90%

5

78.57% 33

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

4.88%

2

7.32%

3

87.80% 36

41
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20 - I have been prepared by my program to do this task:

#

Field Minimum Maximum Mean

Std
Variance Count
Deviation

1

Teach lecture courses.

1.00

3.00

2.07

0.68

0.46

41

2

Teach discussion sections and
courses.

1.00

3.00

1.93

0.67

0.45

42

3

Teach laboratory courses.

1.00

3.00

1.31

0.56

0.31

42
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4
5
6

7

Teach specialized graduate
courses.
Incorporate information
technology in the classroom.
Develop and articulate a
teaching philosophy.
Create a classroom climate
inclusive of a diverse
population of students and
diverse learning styles.

1.00

3.00

1.78

0.72

0.51

41

1.00

3.00

1.64

0.72

0.52

42

1.00

3.00

2.05

0.75

0.57

42

1.00

3.00

2.07

0.77

0.59

42

8

Advise undergraduates.

1.00

3.00

1.40

0.62

0.38

42

9

Advise graduate students.

1.00

3.00

1.62

0.72

0.52

42

1.00

3.00

1.67

0.68

0.46

42

1.00

3.00

1.90

0.68

0.47

42

1.00

3.00

2.19

0.70

0.49

42

10

11

12

Serve on departmental and
institution-wide committees,
help craft policy, and engage in
university governance.
Apply my expertise in service
to the community beyond
campus.
Review papers, serve on
disciplinary society committees,
and engage in other forms of
service to my profession.

13

Conduct research.

2.00

3.00

2.76

0.43

0.18

42

14

Publish research findings.

1.00

3.00

2.64

0.57

0.32

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

1.00

3.00

2.29

0.80

0.63

42

Not at
all

Very
much

#

Question

1

Teach lecture courses.

19.51%

8

53.66% 22

26.83% 11

41

2

Teach discussion sections and courses.

26.19% 11

54.76% 23

19.05%

8

42

3

Teach laboratory courses.

73.81% 31

21.43%

9

4.76%

2

42

4

Teach specialized graduate courses.

39.02% 16

43.90% 18

17.07%

7

41

50.00% 21

35.71% 15

14.29%

6

42

26.19% 11

42.86% 18

30.95% 13

42

5
6

Incorporate information technology in
the classroom.
Develop and articulate a teaching
philosophy.

Somewhat

Total
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7

Create a classroom climate inclusive of a
diverse population of students and
diverse learning styles.

26.19% 11

40.48% 17

8

Advise undergraduates.

66.67% 28

26.19% 11

7.14%

3

42

9

Advise graduate students.

52.38% 22

33.33% 14

14.29%

6

42

45.24% 19

42.86% 18

11.90%

5

42

28.57% 12

52.38% 22

19.05%

8

42

16.67%

7

47.62% 20

35.71% 15

42

10
11
12

Serve on departmental and institutionwide committees, help craft policy, and
engage in university governance.
Apply my expertise in service to the
community beyond campus.
Review papers, serve on disciplinary
society committees, and engage in other
forms of service to my profession.

33.33% 14

42

13

Conduct research.

0.00%

0

23.81% 10

76.19% 32

42

14

Publish research findings.

4.76%

2

26.19% 11

69.05% 29

42

15

Collaborate with others in
interdisciplinary research.

21.43%

9

28.57% 12

50.00% 21

42

